A. C. Bradley's Criticism of Hamlet and King Lear by Singh, Mahendra
A. C. BRADLEY'S CRfTfCfSM 
OF 
HAMUr AMD KING lEAR 
DISSERTATION SUBMITTED FOR THE DEGREE OF 
Muittv of ^dilosoplip 
IN 
ENGLISH 
BY 
MAHENDRA SINGH 
Under the supervis ion o f 
PROFESSOR MA0600L H. KHAN 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH 
ALIGARH MUSLIM UNIVERSITY 
AUGARH ({NO{A) 
October. 1 9 8 7 
DS1220 
::^^ 
DEDICATED 
To 
SHRI RAMANAND SINGH PUNDIR 
(PRINCIPAL, SARASWATI VIDYALAYA. PUNWARKA, SAHARANPUR) 
WHO IS A SOURCE OF INSPIRATION TO ME 
DEPARTMBWI 01 : NGLISH 
AND 
MODERN EUR')l*liAN LANGU'^tiES 
ALIGARH MUSLIM L N I \ ! i< .. 
ALlGARH-:iO:oOJ 
Oatftdi 8 October 1987 
This 13 t o cartigY t h i t 
Mr Hahardra ^Ingh has pr^psjrad h i s 
M.fh l l . 11:>sartatlor) oo 4>C«BradLlev*3 
^jtidec Biy 3up®rvl3ion. Mr Singh^s 
^ i s se r t a t i oo Is mn or ig ina l plaea of 
%;of^  bas®?;i on h is own study of th# 
3 y J j j « C t « 
^.^•K. ' 
( Ma<;^ ool Hasan Khan } 
Profttsscc of Sngitsh 
C O N T E N T S 
Pre face V 
I I n t r o d u c t i o n 1 
I I The C r i t i c a l T r a d i t i o n 31 
I I I B r a d l e y ' s C r i t i c i s m of Piamlet 5 9 
IV B r a d l e y ' s C r i t i c i s m of King Lea r 91 
V Conclus ion 119 
S e l e c t B ib l iography 134 
PREFACE 
The present work i s an attetrpt t o study Bradley's 
c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet and King Lear in the broad perspective 
of a well-considered approach t o h is maanuin opus, 
Shakespearian Tragedy. The main contention in the 
piresent piece of research i s tha t t o regard Bradley as 
a mere psychological c r i t i c who i n s i s t s on ver i s imi l i tude 
as the sole c r i t e r i o n for evaluat ing Shakespearian drama 
i s a gross misrepresentat ion of Bradley 's work. There 
i s l i t t l e doubt t ha t Bradley can only be placed in the 
romantic t r a d i t i o n of Shakespearian c r i t i c i sm; 
Shakespearian Tragedy may indeed be regarded as the 
l a s t noteworthy document of the romantic c r i t i c i sm of 
Shakespeare, However, romantic t r a d i t i o n i t s e l f i s broad 
enough t o include besides cha rac t e r - c r i t i c i sm , a 
ph i losoph ica l - poe t i c approach t o Shakespeare, The 
submission here i s tha t Bradley's ideas about psychological 
ve r i s imi l i t ude operate within the broader framework of 
h is views of Shakespeare's conception of t ragedy, and 
t h a t h i s views on t h e subject are of a philosophical nature , 
Bradley ' s c r i t i c i sm of Hamlet and King Lear, i l l u s t r a t e s 
how considerat ions of charac te r and ve r i s imi l i tude are 
fused i n t o a synthesis the nature of which transcends 
psychology, a synthes is t ha t has not been surpassed even 
in t he bes t of the twent ie th century Shakespearian c r i t i c i sm, 
I am deeply indebted t o Katharine Cooke's book, 
A,C,Bradley and h i s Influence on Twentieth Centuiry 
Shakespeare Cr i t i c i sm, for the wealth of i t s material from 
present-day Shakespeare c r i t i c i s m . Let me, however, 
point out t h a t the approach outl ined above i s independent 
of her work as i s a lso my discussion of Bradley's c r i t i c i sm 
of Hamlet and King Lear . S imi la r ly , my treatment of the 
e a r l i e r c r i t i c i s m of the two plays i s not e n t i r e l y derived 
from P.S.Conklin 's h i s t o r y of Hamlet c r i t i c i sm and s imi lar 
works, I have made an attempt in the second chapter t o 
re ly mainly on my own readings of the e a r l i e r c r i t i c i sm 
made ava i lab le in India in t he volumes of the C r i t i c a l 
Heritage s e r i e s , Purness ' s New Variorum Volumes t oo , 
needless t o say, were extremely useful for t h e i r ample 
e x t r a c t s from the nineteenth century c r i t i c i s m of 
Shakespeare, 
I am grateful t o the s t a f f of Maulana Azad Library 
for help in ge t t ing access t o the r i c h material in the 
archives of t he Library and a l so for help in obtaining 
books from t h e National L ibra ry ,Calcu t ta , through the 
In te r -L ib ra ry Loan Scheme, 
I am indebted t o Professor Munir Ahmad, Chairman, 
Department of English, Aligarh Muslim University,Aligarh for 
encouragement of var ious k inds , and t o my supervisor . 
Professor Maqbool Hasan Khan, for guidance and helpful 
suggestions a l l of which have been incorporated in the t e x t . 
Department of English Mahendra Singh 
Aligarh Muslim Universi ty 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRCOUCTION 
The Shakespearian Cri t ic ism of A.C. Bradley , specia l ly 
h i s c l a s s i c l ec tu res on Shakespearian Tragedy (1904) ,can now 
be viewed in the cor rec t h i s t o r i c a l perspect ive .The react ion 
agains t him, i n i t i a t e d by the ' r e a l i s t i c * or h i s t o r i c a l school 
of c r i t i c s (such as S t o l l and Schucking) and continued by the 
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'poe t ic* c r i t i c s l ike L.C.Knights and F.R. Leavis , was over 
by the ' s i x t i e s ' . His reputa t ion as a major Shakespearian 
c r i t i c who may s t i l l be read with p r o f i t i s now firmly 
e s t a b l i s h e d . I t i s now rea l i zed tha t far from being a mere 
psychological c r i t i c who ra ised i r r e l evan t questions about 
Shakespeare'si characters , Bradley was in fact concerned with 
the imaginative core of the p l a y s . C r i t i c s now generally feel 
t h a t what Bradley says about the major t ragedies i s re la ted 
t o the hear t of these great works of imagination. However, i t 
i s not yet c l ea r ly r ea l i zed tha t Bradley represents the 
culmination of the phi losophical approach t o Shakespearian 
drama i n i t i a t e d f i r s t by Coleridge^ ear ly in the nineteenth 
century . The main contention in the present piece of research 
i s tha t Bradley's ' c h a r a c t e r - c r i t i c i s m ' i s subject t o , and 
conditioned by, h i s phi losophical corrception of Shakespearian 
t r agedy . I t would, :.-^ re fore , be improper t o describe Bradley 
as a ' c h a r a c t e r - c h a s e r ' . In t h i s study of h i s c r i t i c i sm of 
Hamlet and King Lear we sha l l t r y t o show tha t Bradley's 
c r i t i c i s m has i l luminated v i t a l areas of these plays and a lso 
t ha t h i s c r i t i c i s m finds echoes in the major Shakespearian 
c r i t i c i s m of the present century . However, before we come t o 
the main subject of our d i scuss ion , i t would be proper t o take 
in to account c e r t a i n general considerat ions r e l a t i n g t o 
Bradley 's c r i t i c i s m of Shakespearian drama. 
The main complaint against Bradley, as we sha l l see 
in our concluding chapter , has been tha t he approached 
Shakespearian drama purely from the psychological angle, and that 
t h i s psychological point of view i s a l imi t ing fac to r . 
S ,L .Be the l l , for example, complains tha t Shakespeare as we 
'i 
find him in Bradley*s pages i s ' a sadly diminished and 
d i s t o r t e d f igure*; B e t h e l l ' s own c r i t i c i s m of Shakespeare 
i s of the h i s t o r i c a l var ie ty* He finds tha t Bradley has 
t o t a l l y ignored the t r a d i t i o n a l element in Shakespeare, 
This has indeed a long-standing complaint against Bradley. 
As we sha l l see in d e t a i l in our l a s t chapter , t h i s was the 
g i s t of the c r i t i c i s m of S t o l l and Schucking in t h e i r react ion 
agains t Bradley, In the hundreds of references t o Bradley and 
in the innumerable remarks on h is c r i t i c i s m in twentieth 
century Shakespearian c r i t i c i s m , the great majority suggests 
t h a t Bradley was a psychological c r i t i c who confined himself 
only t o the study of Shakespeare's c h a r a c t e r s , iEven the 
sympathetic c r i t i c s of Bradley imply a s imi la r assessment 
of Bradley's achievement, H.B.Charlton, the author of a 
well-known book on Shakespearian t ragedy, defends Bradley 
by suggesting tha t h i s method of character-s tudy was the 
es tab l i shed method used by the great c r i t i c s of the p a s t . 
He says , 
Bradley's method was not new, and indeed, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y in phifase, or a t times even 
in d iagnos i s , i t may not be approved by 
the p a r t i c u l a r psychological doctr ines of 
today. But i t i s e s s e n t i a l l y the method 
of our g rea tes t Shakespearian c r i t i c s , a n d 
i s none the worse for having been t r a d i t i o n a l 
for over two cen tur ies .^ 
Char l ton ' s view i s not cor rec t because the neo-c lass ica l 
c r i t i c i s m of Shakespeare was not c h a r a c t e r - c r i t i c i s m . 
Dr Johnson, too,does not mention any characters in h i s 
great Preface, He wri tes about Shakespeare's characters only 
in h i s Notes on the p l a y s . Moreover, he always pra i ses 
Shakespearian cha rac t e r i s a t i on for i t s generic q u a l i t i e s , n o t 
for i t s individual i s a t i o n . Character c r i t i c i s m begins with 
Morgann towards the end of the eighteenth century and i t 
f lor i shed in the nineteenth cen tury . By implication Charlton 
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pra i ses Bradley for the vary q u a l i t i e s £or which he i s 
condemned by his opponents. 
Another sympathetic c r i t i c of Bradley i s Barbara 
E v e r e t t . Her essay on "The Kew King Lear" has done a l o t 
In the r e h a b i l i t a t i o n of Bradley during the recent y e a r s . 
She i s one of the very few c r i t i c s t o recognize tha t there i s 
a phi losophical or " t ranscendental" element in Bradley. 
3he wr i tes in her essay x 
Bradley's profound study of the play 
(King Lear) i s remarkable, both for the 
way in which he feels a romantic sympathy 
for , or p a r t i c i p a t i o n in , the cen t ra l 
character t o an extreme degree,and a lso 
for the way in which he soberly refuses t o 
take i t any fu r the r . If he d i r e c t s the reader 
t o a more ' t ranscendental* i n t e rp re t a t i on of 
the p lay , he does so h e s i t a n t l y , hedging h i s 
observations round with careful reserva t ions ,^ 
S t i l l another recent defender of Bradley, John Bayley, 
t o o , does not bel ieve t h a t Bradley can be defended as a 
phi losophical c r i t i c who presented Shakespeare as a man of 
v i s i o n . On the other hand, he merely defends Bradley by 
saying tha t h i s character c r i t i c i s m i s va l id s 
One can be sure t h a t somewhere in the mind 
of (Shal^spaare) the problem of Lady Macbeth's 
chi ldren would find i t s appropriate resolut ion .^ 
The prdalem of Lady Macbeth's ch i ld ren , as we a l l know, v/as 
f i r s t ra i sed by L.C, Knights in h i s essay "How Many Children 
Had Lady Macbeth 7" In h i s a t t ack on Bradley's method,Knights 
had suggested tha t the problems ra ised by Bradley in his Notes 
t o Shakespearian Tragedy were en t i r e ly i r r e l evan t t o an 
apprec ia t ion of Shakespeare's p l a y s . Bayley, on the other hand, 
i s suggesting here t h a t these problems are ac tua l ly re levant t o 
the p l a y s . He has not presented any new grounds for Bradley's 
defence. If t h i s i s the case with those who are sympathetic 
towards Bradley, what can be expected frcm h i s opponents ? 
Cl i f ford Leech wr i tes i 
Cret ics who have parted company with 
Bradley have accused him of giving a 
too preponderant a t t en t i on t o the 
character of t he hero , of t r e a t i n g 
the play (Hamlet) 1 ike a nineteenth 
century novel, of neglecting i t s 
poet ry , and of being insu f f i c i en t ly 
versed in Elizabethan thought and 
s tage-condi t ions ,9 
Bradley*s name has become so c lose ly associated with character 
c r i t i c i s m tha t the process o£ charac ter analysis has been 
named a f t e r him:"character analysis in the Bradleian manner". 
I t i s wrong t o suppose, as Katharine Cooke points out , tha t 
Bradley was c r i t i c i s e d for h i s character analys is only by 
L.C,Knights and other c r i t i c s of the 'poet ic* school . This 
kind of c r i t i c i s m bad begun immediately a f te r the publicat ion 
of 3halO,spearian Tragedy, A.B.Walkley, a well known dramatic 
c r i t i c of the ea r ly twent ie th century ,associa ted Bradley with 
charac ter c r i t i c i s m and found fau l t with him for the same 
reason • He disputes Bradley 's cha rac te r i za t ion of Hamlet as 
"a popular youth, an ac tor and a fencer", According t o Walkley, 
t h i s descr ip t ion is of a r e a l - l i f e youngman, not of Shakespeare's 
he ro , "Does i t not occur t o Professor Bradley t h a t these things 
are thus because Shakespeare wanted (1) a sympathetic hero, 
(2) an amateur of ac t ing (or what would have become of the 
play-scene 7) and (3) a fencer for the denouement 7" Walkley 
fur ther continuesi 
To understand Shakespeare you have to supplement 
examination of the t ex t by considerat ion of other 
mat te r s , and i t i s here t h^ t we hold the Professor 
t o be a t f a u l t . What is outside the t e x t 7 He says 
(by implication) a se t of rea l l ives . . ,We say 
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Shatespeare ' s dramatic needs of the morrent, 
a r t i s t i c i j ecu l i a r l t iQs , and avai lable 
t h e a t r i c a l m a t e r i a l s . 
This i s not the place t o discuss the v i r tues or 
drawbacks of Bradley's c h a r a c t e r - a n a l y s i s . We sha l l re turn 
t o the subject b r i e f l y a t the end of t h i s chapter.Walkley has 
been cjuoted above in order t o show t h a t Bradley has been 
assoc ia ted with character c r i t i c i sm r i g h t from the beginning. 
His ex t ra -ord inary popular i ty among the students and teachers 
of Sh3kesp3are has l a rge ly been due t o h i s a b i l i t y t o analyse 
Shakespeare 's characters in an almost perfect manner.His 
d i scuss ion , for example, of the d i f fe ren t theor ies of Hamlet's 
delay can be eas i ly summarised and ca tegor i sed . Another 
example i s h is discussion of l ago ' s motives. The greater part 
of the book reveals Bradley's remaurkable a b i l i t y t o analyse 
l i t e r a r y and dramatic problems in a coo l , systematic and 
r a t i o n a l manner. Bradley never goes beyond the tex t in h i s 
analysis of c h a r a c t e r s . The charge tha t he t r e a t s Shakespeare's 
charac te rs as i f they were rea l men and women i s not fa i r ; 
Bradley gives the charac ters as he finds thetr, in the t e x t . 
However, while reading Shakespearian Tragedy, we do feel tha t 
we are deal ing with r aa l human beings , t h e i r problems and 
mutual c o n f l i c t s . The poet ic or thematic c r i t i c s , on the other 
hand, give the impression t h a t they are dealing with abs t rac t ions 
and not with human be ings . The poet ic c r i t i c i s m of Shakespeare 
may be fu l l of ins ight but i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o make much use 
of i t while teaching the undergraduates. This point has been 
12 ably made by Katharine Cool^ in her book on Bradley, 
Bradley's great success notwithstanding he has 
genera l ly been misrepresented in c r i t i c a l comments and suirveys. 
Though Eastman, in h is h i s to ry of Shakespearian c r i t i c i s m 
defends the charac ter c r i t i c i s m of Bradley, he c r i t i c i s e s him 
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for indulging in fruitless philsophical speculation about 
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S halves pear tan t ragedy. According t o him, Bradley 
rr i s i n t e r p r e t s the substance of Shakespearian tragedy in 
i t s three aspects i the t r a g i c t r a i t , the t r a g i c impression 
and the t r a g i c triumph or r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . As a matter of 
f a c t , i t i s he who mis in terpre ts Bradley 's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , 
*ie be l ieves Bradley 's conception of Shakespearian tragedy 
t o be anachronis t ic in t h a t Bradley has discovered the 
philosophy of c rea t ive evolut ion in Shakespeare. Such a 
view of l i f e , Eastman t h i n k s , could not have been ant ic ipa ted 
by the great i^lizabethan dramatist wr i t ing a t the end of the 
s ix teen th century . He quotes the following passage from the 
f i r s t chapter of Shakespearian Tragedy and describes the 
philosophy there in contained as tha t of "creat ive evolution"! 
We remain confronted with the inexpl icable 
f a c t , or the no less ine3q)licable appearance, 
of a world t r a v a i l i n g for per feet ion, but 
bringing t o b i r t h , together with glorious good, 
and ev i l which i t i s able t o overcome only by 
s e l f - t o r t u r e and self-waste ,and t h i s fact or 
appearance i s tragedy.14 
As we sha l l see in the next s ec t ion , Bradley was 
helped in h is apprecia t ion of the substance of Shakespearian 
tragedy by the ideas of Ar i s to t l e and Hegel, The view presented 
in the above quoted passage by Bradley i s u l t imate ly derived 
from tfegel's d i a l e c t i c a l i dea l i sm; i t i s not "crea t ive evolution" 
Eastman i s wrong about the source of Bradley 's ideas perhaps 
because he does not pay enough a t t e n t i o n t o them. He seems t o 
be prejudiced against the philosophical i n t e rp re t a t ion of 
Shakespeare, I t i s for the same reason tha t he pra ises the 
second chapter of Bradley 's book because in t ha t chapter 
Bradley discusses only the technica l aspect of Shakespearian 
t ragedy . I t i s probable tha t Eastman ar r ived at the r e l a t ive 
meri t of the two chapters a f t e r reading an ear ly review of 
Bradley 's Shakespearian Tragedy. R.Y.Tyrrell wrote in the 
Academy t 
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The f i r s t l e c t u r e , perhaps the l e a s t good 
in the book, i s suspiciously l i t e a sop 
thrown t o the ' d o n s ' . I t c cns i s t s in a 
genera l i sa t ion with regard t o the substance 
of Shalcaspearian tragedy in the a b s t r a c t , 
a subject which would never occupy the 
a t t e n t i o n of anyone except a professional 
academic c r i t i c . And indeed i t i s not a 
matter of great importance^.that ' t h e t r a g i c 
fact* should be accurately defined.15 
I t i s contended here t h a t the above assessment of the value 
of the f i r s t chapter of Bradley's book i s not c o r r e c t . A proper 
eva lua t ion of Bradley 's cont r ibu t ion t o ShatespearIan c r i t i c i sm 
cannot be made without giving proper a t t en t i on t o what he says 
about the substance of Shakespearian t ragedy. In the introduction 
t o Shakespearian Tragedy Bradley wrotej 
• . .before coming t o the f i r s t of the four 
t r aged ie s , I propose t o discuss some 
preliminary matters which concern them 
a l l . Though each i s individual through 
and though, they have, in a sense one 
and the same substance; for in a l l of 
them Shakespeare represents the t r a g i c 
aspect of l i f e , the t r a g i c fact (ST,p.3) . 
The above remark implies that the c r i t i c i s m of the individual 
t r aged ies i s t h o r o u ^ l y conditioned by Bradley's view of the 
substance of Shakespearian t ragedy. This i s exact ly what we 
intend t o prove in our discussion of Bradley 's c r i t i c i sm of 
Hamlet and King Lear . 
Whether Bradley's ideas about Shakespearian tragedy 
were anachronis t ic or not cannot be proved in a pos i t ive 
manner. Certain f a c t s , however, may be mentioned. These fac t s , 
i t i s hoped, wi l l go a long way in showing tha t Bradley had 
done h i s best t o be as objective about Shakespearian tragedy 
as i t was possible for him t o b e . However, before we come to 
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these facts about Bradley's development as a c r i t i c , i t i s 
necessary t o say a few words about Shakespeare c r i t i c i s m 
before Bradley in order t o show t h a t Bradley was t ry ing t o 
f u l f i l a l ong - f e l t need in Shakespeare c r i t i c i s m . 
The neo-c lass ica l c r i t i c s of Shakespeare in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centur ies did not concern themselves 
with Shakespeare's '•philosophy" of l i f e or h i s t r a g i c or 
comic v i s i o n . They lav i sh ly praised Shakespeare for h is superb 
imi ta t ion of Nature, Dryden credi ted him with "the l a rges t and 
most canprehensive s o u l " . According t o him, "All the images of 
Nature were s t i l l present t o him, and he drew them not 
16 
l abor ious ly , but l u c k i l y " . I t implies t h a t Shakespeare was a 
perfec t imi ta tor of Nature, giving in h i s plays l i v ing p o r t r a i t s 
of men and women. Dr Johnson, too ,pra i sed Shakespeare for the 
same q u a l i t i e s ! 
This therefore i s the p r i a se of Shakespeare, 
t h a t h i s drama i s the mirrour of l i fe> that 
he who has mazed h i s imagination. In following 
the phantoms which other wr i t e r r a i s e up before 
him, may here be cured of h i s de l i r i ous e x t a s i e s , 
by reading human sentiments in human language; 
by scenes from whicJi a hermit may est imate the 
t ransac t ions of the world, and a confessor 
pred ic t the progress of the passions.^ ' 
Coler idge, on the other hand, was tha f i r s t English c r i t i c 
t o say tha t Shakespeare was a great phi losophical poe t . In 
h i s ana lys i s of Shakespeare's poems he showed t h a t in them 
" the c rea t ive power and the i n t e l l e c t u a l energy wres t le as in 
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a ware embrace" . "At length in the DRAMA they were reconciled"! 
Coleridge expressed these opinions about Shakaspear's plays 
a f t e r t he general opinion he had given about a l l poe t ry . He had 
sa id t " No man was aven yet a great poet without being at the 
same time a profound phi losopher" . What Coleridge means by these 
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words i s t h a t g r e a t poe t ry always c o n t a i n s a s i g n i f i c a n t 
v i s i o n of l i f e . He found such a v i s i o n o r "phi losophy" in 
S h a k e s p e a r e ' s p l a y s . However, Cole r idge himself d id not 
expound or e l a b o r a t e Shakespea re ' s v i s i o n . 
Leaving a s i d e t h e German c r i t i c i s m of Shakespeare 
in t h e n i n e t e e n t h cen tu ry (as most of i t was mere pedantry) 
we coma t o Dowden who t r i e d t o r e l a t e Shakespea re ' s p lays 
t o h i s l i f e and e x p e r i e n c e . In Hamlet:, f o r example, he found 
the d r a m a t i s a t i o n of a c o n f l i c t between Reason and P a s s i o n . 
According t o him, t h i s was a t r a g i c c o n f l i c t . In King Lear , 
DaMen found s t o i c a l e t h i c s . The essence of t h e moral v i s i o n 
in t h i s g r e a t t r agedy i s z'*Mev must e n d u r e , , , * Human l i f e i s 
viewed i n t h e p lay from "an extra-mundane po in t of v iew", 
Dowden found Kipg Lear t o be Shakespea re ' s g r e a t e s t work, 
=is magni f i cen t as a Gothic C a t h e d r a l , Thus i t i s Dowden who 
most c l e a r l y e l a b o r a t e d Shakespea re ' s v i s i o n of l i f e t i l l 
Breadley completed h i s work and brought t o l i g h t t h e 
s i g n i f i c a n c e of Shakespea re ' s g r e a t t r a g e d i e s . 
Before r e t u r n i n g t o the q u e s t i o n of t h e anachronisiri 
of B r a d l e y ' s v i ews , i t i s necessa ry t o p o i n t out t h a t h i s 
e a r l i e s t i n t e r e s t was in Shakespear ian drama. There i s no 
doubt t h a t he was a s t u d e n t of ph i losophy before he s t a r t e d 
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t o t each l i t e r a t u r e a t L i v e r p o o l , However, as Kathar ine 
CooT^ p o i n t s o u t , t l ^ l i t e r a r y i n s t i n c t i n Bradley was 
a n t e r i o r t o h i s i n t e r e s t in p h i l o s o p h y . In a l e t t e r t o 
G i l b e r t Murray, he w r o t e : " I was wise about poe t ry long 
20 be^iore I ever read a v;ord of phi losophy" 
In t h e l i g h t of what Bradley himsel f has s a i d about 
h i s i n t e r e s t in p o e t r y and Shakespea re , i t would be wrong t o 
sugges t t h a t he borrowed ideas from n i n e t e e n t h cen tu ry 
ph i losophy and imposed them on Shakespear i an t r a g e d y . In t h i s 
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connection a passage from his l ec ture on the Ideals of 
Religion may be r e l e v a n t . Here Bradley i s t a lk ing about 
t he paradoxical nature of man, Man i s torn between material 
and s p i r i t u a l needs. Bradley says about mankindx 
I t s f i r s t demand i s for warmth and milk, 
and i t s l a s t i s for the kingdom of God, And 
i t i s one and the same wil l t h a t wants each. 
Can there be a more astounding miracle than 
t h a t , or a c rea t ion more contradictory than 
man, who being a pin-point d e s i r e s , and i s 21 
not h i s t rue se l f unless he d e s i r e s , t o be God. 
This passage expresses Bradley's own view of l i f e and of 
human n a t u r e . I t i s very close t o the essence of SVakesperian 
tragedy since these t r a g i c plays a l so express a paradoxical 
vi3W of man and h i s n a t u r e . This passage shows tha t Bradley's 
own philosophy of l i f e was derived from Shakespeare, I t 
was not Bradley who imposed a nineteenth century philosophy 
on Shakespeare; I t was Shakespeare who gave t o Bradley some 
understanding of l i f e . Arthur Eastman i s , t he re fo re , far 
from t r u t h when he says tha t Bradley's view of Shakespearian 
tragedy was anachron i s t i c . 
As we have already seen, Sastman thinks tha t Bradley's 
conception of Shakespearian tragedy i s very c lose t o the 
nineteenth century philosophy of "c rea t ive evolution* ^ r e , 
t o o , Eastman i s wrong. As a matter of fac t , apar t from h i s 
h i s own objective ana lys is of Shakespearian tragedy, Sradley 
has made use of the ideas of two th inkers t Ar i s t o t l e and 
Hegel, The German romantic c r i t i c s and philosophers had taken 
a kaen i n t e r e s t in Greek tragedy and A r i s t o t l e ' s Poetics 
s ince the beginning of the nineteenth century . The German 
philosopher Heg^l had developed h i s own theory of t ragedy, 
Bradley made use of bo th . He borrowed A r i s t o t l e ' s idea of 
hamartia and h is conception of the t r ag i c hero because he 
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found them a l so present in Shakespeare. He borrowed from 
Hegel h is theory of r econc i l i a t i on but did not use i t in 
the f i r s t chapter perhaps because he did not find the 
element of r econc i l i a t i on t o be present in a l l the major 
t r a g e d i e s . He found i t most prominent in King Lear« so he 
discussed i t in h i s l ec tu res on tha t p l ay . The concept of 
t r a d e waste cannot be t raced t o any p a r t i c u l a r source. I t 
was here perhaps t ha t he was erwouraged t o give expression 
t o h is l a t e Victorian* post-Darwinian s e n s i b i l i t y . I t i s , 
however, necessary t o discuss the contents of the f i r s t 
chapter in some d e t a i l a t t h i s stage t o be able t o see 
tha t Bradley 's c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet and King Lear i s not 
merely charac te r -or ien ted but conditioned by h is philosophical 
conception of Shakespearian t ragedy. 
I I 
Bradley seeks t o find out the common substance of 
the great t ragedies of Shakespeare, He has chosen only £our 
piays I Hamlet, Othel lo , King Lear, and Macbeth. He thinks 
tha t these plays represent the substance of Shakespearian 
tragedy in an ideal form while the other t ragedies a r e , Eor 
various reasons , only approximation t o t ha t i d e a l , R<yneo 
and J u l i e t is supposed t o be an ea r ly and immature work 
and therefore excluded. Richard I I , Richard I I I , Ju l ius Ceasor, 
Antony and Cleopatra and Corl,olanu3 are regarded by Bradley as 
too deeply rooted in t h e i r resjDective h i s t o r i c a l records . 
Shakespeare did not have a free hand while wri t ing them, 
Shakespear 's imagination was not free t o re-shape the 
mater ia l of these p l a y s . Titus Andronicus and Timon of Athens 
are thought pa r t l y unshakespearian and immature. 
Bradley begins by asking the quest ion: What i s the 
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nature of the t r a g i c aspect of l i f e as represented by 
Shakespeare ? According t o him, Shakespeare did not 
have any conscious theory of t ragedy. In t h i s r e spec t , 
he was d i f f e r en t from Ben Jonson and the French dramatist 
C o r n e i l l e , 
Bradley proceeds inductively and t r i e s t o analyse 
the fact of Shakespeare's t ragedies without any preconception. 
He begins from the outside and notes tha t one of the chief 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of Shakespearian tragedy i s tha t i t brings 
beEore us a considerable number of persons though the 
t r a g i c s to ry i s pr imari ly concerned with one person. In a 
Shakespearian tragedy the death of the hero Is an e s san t i a l 
i ng red ien t . The tragedy a l so depicts the troubled par t of the 
h e r o ' s l i f e which leads up t o h i s death . " I t i s infact 
e s s e n t i a l l y a t a l e of suffer ing and calamity conducting t o 
death" (ST_,p.7) • The suffer ing and calamity are except ional , 
of a s t r i k i n g kind,"unexpected and contras ted with previous 
happiness or glory" (S£,p.8) • 
Bradley then examines the mediaeval conception of 
tragedy as found in Dante or Chaucer, According t o the 
medieval conception, a tragedy i s the s tory of a t o t a l 
r eve r sa l of fortune coming unexpectedly upon a man who was 
t i l l than harpy and secure . The purpose of these t ragedies 
was t o fr ighten men and impress them about the f u t i l i t y of 
e a r th ly ex i s t ence . According t o Bredley, Shakespeare's idea 
of tragedy was l a rge r than the mediaeval one though i t lid 
not exclude i t . 
Tte fact t h a t the hero of a Shakespearian tragedy i s 
a man of high degree i s an e s s e n t i a l pa r t of the t r a g i c affect , 
The conception of the t r a g i c hero as man of high degree i s 
obviously borrowed by Bradley frcam A r i s t o t l e . There are three 
reasons why Bradley considers the suffer ing and death of a 
great man t o be important . 
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(a) the f a l l of a great man from prosper i ty t o 
advers i ty produces a sense of con t r a s t ; 
(b) i t produces a sense of powerlessness of roan; 
(c) i t a l so produces a sense of the omnipotence of 
fortune or Pate "which no t a l e of p r iva te l i f e 
can possibly r i va l1 
Bradley defines a Shakespearian tragedy as "a s tory 
of exceptional calamity leading t o the death of a man in 
high s t a t e " (ST,p»ll) . In t h i s de f in i t i on there are three 
elementss 
(a) calamity; 
(b) death; and 
(c) a man in high s t a t e . 
He now adds one more dimension t o h is d e f i n i t i o n . Mere 
suffer ing i s not t r a g i c . The most outstanding example of 
suffer ing is t h a t of Job in the Old Testament of the Bible . 
Job ' s s t o r y , however, i s not t r a g i c . In a tragedy the 
sufferer roust be an ac t ive agent , and h i s suffering should 
appear t o proceed a t l e a s t pa r t ly from h i s a c t i o n s , "The 
ca lami t ies of the tragedy? says Bradley "do not simply hapten, 
nor are they sent ; they proceed mainly from ac t ion , and 
those the act ions of men" (p.11) . The act ions in a tragedy are 
interconnected and there is an inevi tab le sequence in them 
leading ul t imately t o the ca t a s t rophe . Bradley lays t r e s s on 
the fact tha t the t r a g i c deeds of charac te rs are responslbla 
deeds, t h a t i s , deeds for which the agent i s e n t i r e l y rasponslbl 
Thus, " the centre of the t ragedy, the re fo re , may be said with 
equal t r u t h t o l i e in ac t ion issuing from charac ter or in 
cha rac t e r issuing in act ion" (p.12) • 
At t h i s stage Bradley wants t o remove a possible 
misunderstanding. Shakespeare's i n t e r e s t i s not psychological 
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but dramatic. This point is important because Bradley is 
generally accused of excessively psychologising Shakespearian 
tragedy. The fact of the matter is that Bradley has tried to 
remove attention away from the psychology of the protagonist 
and fix it on the moral or philosophical design of the 
tragedy. Apart from drawing attention away from psychology, 
Bradley has also pointed out that mere plot is equally not 
the centre of attention. As a matter of fact, in a Shakespeariar 
tragedy thare is a perfect balance between character and plot. 
If anyone of these elements is more important, it is character. 
Bradley thinks that the dictum "character is destiny" is no 
doubt an exaggeration "but it is the exaggeration of a vital 
truth" (p.13) . 
Character is central to Shakespearian tragedy, yet 
there are three other factors that must be taken into account 
and that to some extent diminish the importance of character. 
These three elements arej 
(a) abnormal states of mind; 
(b) the supernatural; 
(c) chance or accident. 
Bradley shows the importance of these elements and 
points out that none of them is ultimately responsible for 
the catastrophe. The ultimate source of the catastrophe is, 
in the final analysis, character and character alone. He 
makes it clear in the following wordst 
"thus it appears that these three elements 
in the action are subordinate, while the 
dominent factor consists in deeds which 
issue from character" (p. 16) , 
According to Bradley action in a Shakespearian tragedy 
i s always in the form of a c o n f l i c t . At one l e v e l , the 
c o n f l i c t i s between two externa l and mutually opposed 
forces . At ano t l^ r l e v e l , however, there i s a l so a conf l ic t 
in the mind of the main cha rac t e r . This in te rna l conf l i c t 
i s more important in the mature t r a g e d i e s . Bradley again 
poin ts out t ha t the conf l i c t in a Shakespearian tragedy i s 
a c o n f l i c t betwen s p i r i t u a l forces . In the words of Bradleyj 
•• The notion of tragedy as a conf l i c t emphasises the fact 
t h a t ac t ion i s the centre of the s t o r y , while t he concentration 
of i n t e r e s t , in the grea te r plays on the inward s t ruggle 
emphasises the fact t ha t t h i s ac t ion i s e s s e n t i a l l y the 
expression of character" (p.l9) • 
Bradley now turns t o a considerat ion of the common 
q u a l i t i e s of Shakespeare's t r ag ic f iguresi 
(a) Tl^y are except ional beings not in the sense tha t 
they are d i f f e ren t from the cCTranon run of humanity. 
The q u a l i t i e s they possess are not unusal but they 
possess these common qua l i t i e s in a very intense form. 
(b) They have a marked onesidedness of d i spos i t ion-"a fa ta l 
tendency t o ident i fy the whole being with one i n t e r e s t , 
ob jec t , passion or habi t of mind" (p.20) . In two cases 
Shakespeare gives even t o de l ibe ra t e ly ev i l characters 
t r a g i c p ropor t ions . The t r a g i c hero of Sha)^speare i s 
not necessar i ly 'good' though general ly he i s 'good' and 
wins our sympathy in h i s e r r o r s . He possesses eno-.gh 
greatness t o reveal t he p o s s i b i l i t i e s of human na ture . 
Bradley makes here a very important po in t . Unlike some 
modern t raged ies the net ef fec t of the s tory of the 
suffer ing and death of Shakespeare's t r a g i c heroes is 
never depress ing. Bradley puts i t in the following 
words I 
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" no one ever c loses the book with the 
feel ing tha t man i s poor mean c r e a t u r e . 
He may be wretched and he may be awful, 
but he i s not smal l . . .The most confirmed 
of cynics ceases t o be cynic while he 
reads these plays" (p.23) • 
According t o A r i s t o t l e there are two spec i f i ca l ly 
t r a g i c emotions-pity and f e a r . Bradley makes an impoirtant 
point when he suggests t ha t a t l e a s t in Shakespearian tragedy 
two other kinds of feelings may be described as t r a g i c - the 
fee l ing of sadness and tha t of a sense of mystery. The feeling 
of sadness i s produced because Shakespearian tragedy leaves us 
with a powerful impression of waste. This sense of waste 
a l so produces the feel ing of nryst^ery, Bradley elaborates his 
point in the following manner. 
When we cane t o the end of a Shakespearian tragedy, 
we experience a paradoxical s i t u a t i o n . On the one hand,we 
see an extraordinaxry spectacle of human nobi l i ty and grandeur. 
In Macbeth, we see a superb imagination combined with an 
exqu i s i t e moral s e n s i b i l i t y . In Hamlet, we find a wide-ranging 
i n t e l l e c t and an ext ra-ord inary keen e t h i c a l s e n s i t i v i t y . 
This greatness of sou l , however, in Shakespeare•s t r a g i c heroes 
i s co-present with a f a t a l weakness, and what i s more 
unfor tunate , t h i s f a t a l weakness brings about the des t ruct ion 
of the excellence and nob i l i ty possessed by the pro tagonis t . 
This leaves us with a sense of waste which in tu rn produces a 
profound sense of sadness and mystery, Bradley goes beyond 
Shal<^spearian tragedy t o point out tha t the impression of 
wastefulness i s a symbolic way of suggesting the wastefulness 
present in the en t i r e un iverse . In Bradley's own words* "We 
seem t o have before us a type of the mystery of the whole 
world, the t r a g i c fact which extends far beyond the l imi t s of 
tragedy" (p.23) . I t i s here tha t Bradley becomes h i s own 
contemporary and gives expression t o the Victorian ethos of 
agnost ic ism. Let us f i r s t of a l l quote h i s words in fu l l i 
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"Everywhere from the crushed rcxiks beneath 
C3ur feet t o the soul of man, we see power, 
i n t e l l i g e n c e , l i f e and g lory , which astound 
us and seem t o c a l l for our worship. And 
everywhere we see them perishing,devouring 
one another and destroying themselves,often 
with dreadful pain as though they came in to 
being for no other end" (p.23) • 
Here Bradley finds in Shakespearian tragedy a r e f l ec t ion of 
the dis turbed soul of h i s own age . T}n& above could have 
been wr i t t en only by a man l i v ing in a post-Darwinian age, 
an age which v i sua l i sed the universe as e n t i r e l y h o s t i l e to 
a l l t h a t i s great in human na tu re , 
In the Eourth sec t ion of h i s l e c t u r e , Bradley ra i ses 
an important quest ion: What i s the nature of the ult imate 
power in Shakespeare's t r a g i c world ? At f i r s t he answers 
i t negatively by suggesting tha t the ul t imate po\i?er in 
Shakespeare cannot be conceived in r e l i g ious terms, Shakespearian 
drama i s wholly secu la r . He has not allowed his re l ig ious 
b e l i e f s , whatever they might have been , in to h i s work. 
Pos i t ive ly speaking, there are two facts about Shakespeare's 
t r a g i c world which are incontrover t ib ly present t h e r e . 
(i) Shakespeare's t r a g i c facts arouse our p i t y , fear 
and produce a sense of mystery, 
( i i ) Shakespeare's t r a g i c fact i s not depress ing. 
Now from the f i r s t , we derive the idea t ha t the 
ul t imate power in Shakespeare's world i s not a moral order . 
Had i t been so , there would be no fear or sense of mystery 
because the catas t rophe would then be regarded as jus t 
punishtpent for the v io l a t i on of moral order . From the second 
i t follows tha t the u l t i n a t e power in Shakespeare's world 
i s not fate e i t h e r . Had i t been s o , we would have f e l t depressed. 
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crushed and rebe l l ious - which i s not t r u e , Bradley,however, 
be l ieves t ha t both the ideas are present in Shakespeare's 
p l a y s . They are based on the i so la t ion of s ingle aspects of 
the t r a g i c f a c t . If we i so l a t e the aspect of act ion and 
concentrate on i t , we get moral order as the ult imate power. 
Concentration on act ion means h ighl ight ing the unbroken chain 
of charac te r -wi l l -deed-ca tas t rophe , I t means t ha t the 
ca tas t rophe is caused by deed which i s an expression of the 
w i l l ejqjressing the p ro t agon i s t ' s cha rac t e r . If we i so l a t e 
the aspect of suffer ing and concentrate on i t , we get the 
conception of f a t e . By concentrat ing on chance, accident , 
force of ex terna l circumstances, charac ter los ing control 
over himself e t c , we get the conception of f a t e . 
Both these aspects are se l f contradictory and, yet 
both are present in Shakespeare's t r a g i c world. The correct 
view would be t o combine both i n to a u n i t y . Before showing 
how the two contradic tory aspects can be combined,Bradley 
wants t o co l l ec t evidence sepra te ly for both of them. So far 
as the idea of f a t a l i t y i s concerned, Bradley says tha t we 
would not be wrong if we receive the impression from the 
play tha t the hero i s a deemed man.The question i s what are 
the sources of t h i s impression 7 
(i) The pcwers tha t work in a character seem t o be 
beyond hi-S c o n t r o l . The character intends one way 
but ac tua l ly ends up doing i t s opposi te , Hamlet 
r e c o i l s from revenge because i t i s too violent for 
him, and yet ends up k i l l i n g more people than he 
ever wanted, 
( i i ) There i s a l so an element of chance in the p l ays . 
The ins ign i f i can t delay which cost Cordel ia ' s l i f e 
i s a good example. 
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( i l l ) I t i s a l so a matter of chance t h a t the hero of 
a Shakespearian tragedy has t o face a problein for 
whicih he i s l e a s t f i t t e d , 
(iv) The t r a g i c heroes are no dovjbt responsible for t h e i r 
act ions but these ac t ions proceed from c e r t a i n 
propens i t i es over which they have no c o n t r o l , Rcxneo 
and Antony suffer because of t h a i r passion.Coriolanus 
suffers because of p r i d e . The quest ion, however, i s 
t h a t passions as s t rong as those of Rantieo, Antony 
and coriolanus are so vehement t h a t the characters 
are he lp less before them. This c rea tes a sense of 
f a t a l i t y . 
Bradley then considers the kinds of fatal ism which 
are not present in Shakespeare, They are as followsi 
(i) We do not find any crude or pr imit ive conception 
of fa te in Shakespeare. 
( i l ) We do not get t he impression tha t every thing i s 
predetermined, 
( i i i ) We do not get a conception of fa te according t o 
which the supreme power of the universe seems t o 
have a s p i t e agains t some p a r t i c u l a r family or 
ind iv idua l . 
Pate in Shakespeare, according t o Bradley, i s a 
mythological conception of a huge impersonal order which 
con t ro l s individual l i f e in i t s predetermined manner. I t i s 
a design based on necess i ty and ind i f fe ren t t o individual 
wishes and d e s i r e s . What i s the bes t term for t h i s necess i ta r ian 
order ?Pate or scMnething e l se ? Bradley thinks t h a t the idea 
of fate comes t o our mind because of our knowledge of Greek 
t r agedy . This idea never occurs t o us while we are ac tual ly 
reading a Shakespearian playt Wordsworth's l ines : "poor humanity's 
a f f l i c t e d wi l l /S t rugg l ing in vain with ru th less des t iny" , 
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do not represent Bradley 's imaginative impression of 
Shakespearian t ragedy, Bradley, however, has no fixed 
opinion on t h e sub jec t . Pate or whateverelse we may c a l l 
i t , i s not blank necess i ty indi f ferent t o good and e v i l . 
I t i s so because the sense of fa te i s combined with an 
e n t i r e l y opposite concept ion- tha t of moral order.Bradley 
concludes tha t necessi ty in Shakespearian tragedy i s not 
blank necess i ty but moral necess i ty . 
New Bradley turns away from the idea of fa te t o tha t 
of moral order . He agrees with the suggestion tha t i t i s 
poss ib le t o discover a moral ortiler as t h e cen t r a l scheme of 
Shakespearian t ragedy. He b r i e f ly s t a t e s the argument in 
favour of moral order in the following manner. 
There i s a necessary r e l a t i o n s h i p between act ion and 
ca t a s t rophe . Action is the cen t ra l fact in Shakespearian 
t ragedy. The c r i t i c a l ac t ion i s wrong or bad. The catastrophe 
is causa l ly re la ted t o t h i s c r i t i c a l a c t i o n . The necessary 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between ac t ion and catastrophe i s an example of 
j u s t i c e . The order which brings t h i s about i s therefore a 
j u s t order: Inspi te of fear and p i t y , we aquiesce in the 
tragedy because our sense of j u s t i c e i s s a t i s f i e d . This was 
Bradley 's e labora t ion of t h e argument in favour of moral order. 
The j u s t i c e we find in Shakespear i s , however, not poet ic 
j u s t i c e . No doubt " the doer must su f fe r" , and v i l l a i n s do not 
prosper a t the end but suffering and happiness are not in 
proport ion t o mer i t , Bradley goes fur ther and comes close 
t o r e j ec t i ng the idea of j u s t i c e i t s e l f . Lear ' s suffering 
and death are not proport ionate t o h i s ac t ions and therefore 
un jus t . The idea of j u s t i c e , according t o Bradley, obscures 
the t r a g i c f a c t . Bradley goes even fuirther and says tha t the 
idea of j u s t i c e i s a l i en t o Shakespearian tragedy even in the 
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case of Macbeth, Lady Macbeth and Richard I I I . While 
witnessing a t ragedy, we experience a var ie ty of emotions 
but we never judge the c h a r a c t e r s . What ac tua l ly happens i s 
t ha t we introduce everyday legal and moral notions in to 
the world of tragedy where infact they are i r r e l e v e n t . 
We ac tua l ly feel the tragedy t o be p i t i o u s , dreadful,awful 
and mysterious but we never pass sentence on the agents , 
and \-m never ask whether the ult imate power i s jus t towards 
tham. 
After r e j ec t ing the idea of j u s t i c e and merit ,Bradley 
canes more closely t o examine the nature of the moral order 
in Shakespeare's t r aged ies .The ul t imate power or oirder i s 
no doubt moral. I t means t ha t t h i s power or order i s not 
ind i f fe ren t t o good and e v i l . As a matter of fact t h i s moral 
order " i s akin t o good and a l ien from evil**. 
The source of convulsion in a Shakespearian tragedy 
i s never good but always ev i l .The ev i l which brings about 
convulsion i s always pure moral e v i l . I t i s not even mere 
imperfect ion. Not only i s p la in moral e v i l a l i en from the 
ul t imate power but moral imperfection a l s o contr ibutes t o 
the ca tas t rophe , and therefore i t a l so i s a l i en from the 
u l t imate pcwer. Svi l destroys not only others but i s se l f -
des t ruc t ive as w e l l . I t i s purely negat ive . When ev i l i s 
f i n a l l y dastroyed a t the end of the t ragedy, what remains, 
though i t may not be as b r i l l i a n t as the e v i l which was 
destroyed, i s yet morally good, Bradley concludes tha t if 
exis tence in an order depends on good then the order must 
be good. 
Now Bradley seeks t o reconcile the concept of moral 
order and tha t of f a t e . He suggests tha t the ult imate power 
in the t r a g i c world i s ne i the r pure moral order nor blank 
necess i ty . As a matter of f ac t , i t i s a kind of necessi ty 
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which i s moral in i t s na tu re . This moral necassi ty i s 
h o s t i l e t o e v i l and imperfict ions in a l l t l ^ i r forms .This 
moral necessi ty does not operate in accordance with poe t ic 
j u s t i c e . Even the idea of j u s t i c e i s a l i en t o i t . The idea 
of fate i s only an aspect of moral necess i ty . 
Having f ina l ly presented his synthesis between moral 
order and moral necess i ty , Bradley now turns t o the 
shortcomings of h i s own syn thes i s , A problem a r i s e s . If the 
moral order of Shakespearian tragedy i s the ult imate power 
in i t , why has i t allowed e v i l t o en t e r i t at a l l . Either 
t h i s order i s not akin t o good or i t i s not cxnnipotent. 
I t i s su rp r i s ing tha t the moral order in Shakespeare should 
produce a Desdemona as well as an lago . Evil does not come 
from outs ide ; i t i s there within the moral order i t s e l f 
and a pa r t of i t . I t w i l l be equally wrong t o say tha t good 
comes frcan the moral order while ev i l i s lago 's own. Bradley 
finds another drawback in h i s syn the s i s . In destroying the 
t r a g i c characters the moral order i s a l so destroying i t s e l f . 
There i s no doubt t h a t t r a g i c characters have imperfections, 
are sometimes even e v i l , but they a l so have an extraordinary 
amount of good in them. By destroying the characters the 
moral order is a l so destroying tha t good. How can then we 
say tha t moral order i s akin t o good 7 These drawbacks in 
Bradley 's synthesis reveal an idea showing two s ides which 
cannot be reconci led! 
(i) moral order i s akin t o good, 
( i i ) moral order i s a l s o des t ruc t ive of good. 
There i s however, no doubt tha t the moral order i s animated 
by a passion for per fec t ion though i t a l so engenders ev i l 
within i t s e l f and i s des t ruc t ive of good a l s o . 
Inspi te of the fac t t ha t the concept of moral order is 
inadequate to explain a l l the facts in Shakespearian tragedy. 
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i t i s ye t preferable t o blank necess i ty . The concept of 
moral order or moral necess i ty , Bradley points out ,of fers 
no so lu t ion t o the r idd les of l i f e . The quest ion, however, 
is why ShaTcespeare should be expected t o offer a solut ion 
t o a l l the r idd les of l i f e . He was wr i t ing t r aged i e s , not 
a Divine Comedy. Nor was he t ry ing t o jus t i fy the ways of 
God t o man, l i k e Milton. Now tragedy i s by de f in i t ion a work 
of a r t t ha t leaves us with a sense of mystery. Having pointed 
out tha t Shal<eSpearian tragedy leaves us with a sense of 
mystery, Bradley makes s t i l l anotV»r attempt t o find in 
Shakespeare h in t s and suggestions towards a so lu t ion . 
(i) Comments on God or gods do not provide any clue t o 
Shakespeare's meaning as they are dramatic . 
( i i ) Some accidents and the element of chance give t o 
us a f a in t suggestion of de s t i ny . 
( i l l ) Shakespeare provides us occasionally with yet another 
clue t o the meaning of l i f e . Suffering i s there ,death 
i s theire and yet somehow the suffer ing and death are 
nothing as conpared with a nobli ty of soul revealed 
by the t r a g i c characters in t h e i r f ina l mcaments of 
agony and pa in . 
(iv) Another suggestion tha t arrerges in t ha t death i s actual ly 
a door t o freedom from the world of necessi ty .Death 
should be welcomed r a the r than feared . 
(v) S t i l l another suggestion given t o us a t the end of 
Shakespearian tragedy i s tha t the fury of c o n f l i c t , t h e 
waste and suffer ing are a l l an i l l u s i o n . 
Having considered a l l the poss ible clues t o tbe 
meaning of l i f e t ha t Shakespeare might have vaguely l e f t at 
t h e end of h i s t r a g e d i e s , Bradley comes t o the conclusion tha t 
none of them offers a s a t i s f ac to ry so lu t ion t o the sense of 
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mystery tha t we are l e f t with a t the end of a Shakespearian 
t ragedy , Bradley's conclusion is th-at in the ult imate analysis 
Shakespearian tragedy leaves us with the Impression of a 
world henkering a f t e r perfect ion but a l so bringing t o b i r t h 
an e v i l which i t i s able t o overcome only by s e l f - t o r t u r e and 
s e l f - w a s t e . In t h i s l i e s the essence of Shakespearian t ragedy. 
I I I 
The resume of Bradley 's conception of Shakespearian 
Tragedy given above was intended t o h igh l igh t the fact tha t 
h i s c r i t i c i s m of the four major t ragedies was wri t ten from a 
s i n g l e , unified point of view. I t i s contended here tha t h is 
charac te r ana ly s i s , spec ia l ly the ana lys is of the pro tagonis t ' s 
cha rac t e r , t oo , cannot be understood except in the context of 
t h i s general framework. In our chapters on Bradley's c r i t i c i sm 
of Hamlei; and King Lear we sha l l t r y t o show in d e t a i l how 
charac te r -ana lys i s i s in a general way subservient t o Bradley's 
ove r -a l l conception of Shakespearian t ragedy. Here, we shal l 
b r i e f l y t r y t o show in general terms t h a t the charge against 
Bradley about the undramatic analys is of character i s , if not 
f a l s e , a t l e a s t highly exaggerated, 
Bradley has been accused of misreading Shakespeare's 
plays as biographies of the leading cha rac t e r s , as h i s t o r i e s 
independent of the t ex t where they have t h e i r ex i s t ence . Now 
there i s l i t t l e doubt t ha t in some of the romantic and ninteenth 
century Shakespeare c r i t i c i s m t h i s kind of aprroach t o 
cha rac t e r d i s to r t ed the plays t o make them appear as co l lec t ions 
of b io -g raph ies , Maurice Morgann's essay on Pa ls ta f f ,Coler idge ' s 
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analys is of Edmund's charac ter and par t s of H a z l i t t ' s 
Characters of Shakespaare's Plavs , not t o speak of Mary Cc^den 
C la rk ' s Girlhood of Shalcespeare's Hero:f,nes ,are examplas 
of the c r i t i c i s m in which character i s t r ea ted Indapandantly 
of i t s dramatic con tex t . This may a l so pa r t l y be t rue of 
c e r t a in passages in Bradley 's essay on Palstaff included in 
OaffoPd LectuPes on Poetry, However, t h i s charge i s not t rue 
so far as t h e c r i t i c i s m of the four major t ragedies i s 
concerned. 
Bradley, no doubt i n s i s t s on the psychological coherance 
of charac te rs in his Shakespearian Tragedy.This i s not because 
he t r e a t s the plays as biographies of the heroes . Actually 
he does so because he regards the human element in the plays 
as of paramount importance. He does not t r e a t the characters 
as rea l human beings but he does bel ieve that the plays do 
c rea te an i l l u s i o n of r e a l i t y . According t o him, the plays do 
not enshrine r e a l i t y but an i l l u s i o n of r e a l i t y which i s 
something of an e n t i r e l y d i f fe ren t order . No opponent of 
charac te r c r i t i c i s m can claim tha t Shakespeare does not seek 
t o i n t e r e s t h i s audience in the human r e a l i t y of h i s characters 
or in what be f a l l s them during the couirse of the p lay . The 
start ing-point#however, i s not the " l i f e * of Hamlet as he 
might have l ived i t had he been a h i s t o r i c a l personage .The 
focul po in t , according t o Bradley, i s Shakespeare's vis ion of 
l i f e in which the f a t a l weakness of the protagonist leads him 
i r r e s i s t a b l y , aided by chance and v ic iss i tude , towards catastrophe 
The calamitous end evokes a sense of mystery, makes us rea l ize 
what a valuable l i f e i s wasted, forces us t o think how Moral 
Necessity leads man from charac te r through wi l l and deed t o 
ca t a s t rophe . And yet the t r a g i c spectacle makes us ask 
questions th=it cannot be s a t i s f a c t o r i l y answered. Thus i t i s 
Shakespeare 's t r a g i c v is ion tha t makes him choose one character 
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r a t h e r than another, place him under one se t of circumstance 
r a the r than any other combination of events and enables him 
t o communicate one kind of l ife-awareness r a the r than any 
other kind of t he apprehension of l i f e . Character iza t ion , 
poe t ry , atmosphere —— everything in the play i s subservient 
t o t h i s s ingle element, the t r ag i c conception of l i f e , 
Bradley wrote h i s introductory lec ture on the substance 
of Shakespearian tragedy in order t o br ing in to focus 
t h i s cen t ra l ins ight about Shakespeare's g rea tes t t r ag ic 
p l a y s . His c r i t i c i sm of these plays cannot be appreciated 
without r ea l i z ing t h a t his c r i t i c i s m , spec ia l ly h is 
charac te r - ana ly s i s , operates within h i s general philosophical 
frarrework. We have every r i g h t t o disagree with Bradley ^nd 
h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Shakespearian tragedy but we have 
no r i g h t t o misrepresent h is c r i t i c a l method and accuse 
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him of s ins he never COTsnitted. 
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of Shakespeare i s phi losophical and not merely 
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zs 
5. H.B.Charlton, Shakespearlan Tragedy, Clark Lectures 
(Cambridge, 1948) , p.4. 
6. Katharine Cooke, op.cit., p.8. 
7. Barbara Everett, "The New Kjng Lear" Critical Quarterly, 
II, 4 (1960) ,p.328. 
8. Cited in Cooke, op. cit., p.10. 
9. C. Leech, "Studies in Hamlet 1901-1955", 
Shakespeare Survey,^ (1956) , p.3. 
10. Cooke, op. cit., p,l26. 
1 1 . "Professor Bradley 's Hamlet", T : ^ 3 Li te ra ry Supplement. 
7 April 1905. Reprinted in A.B.Walkley, Drama and Life 
(New York,1907) , pp . 148-55. Here c i ted from Cooke, 
op, c i t . , p . 126. 
12 . See especia l ly the concluding chapter of Cooke's book, 
pp . 222 - 34, which begins with the following quotation 
from A.B. Harba^ : " the t e r r i b l e th ing " ^bout 
Bradley 's c r i t i c i sm " i s i t s tremendous success" . 
13 . See Arthur M. Eastman. A Short History of Shakespearean 
Cr i t ic i sm (New York, 19^71 
14. A.C. Bradley, Shakespearean Traqed.y: Lectures on Hamlet, 
Othel lo, King Lear, Macbeth (London* 1904) , p .39 . 
Quotations are made from the 1952 repr in t of the second 
e d i t i o n . Further page references are incorporated in 
the t e x t and the t i t l e abbreviated as ST. 
15 . R.Y. T y r r e l l , "Tragedy", Academy. I x v i i i (11 March 1905), 
pp . 229 - 3 1 . Cited in Cooke, op. c i t , , p . 184. 
16 . Of Dramatick Poesie (1668) Quoted from the ex t rac t 
in Shakespeare Cr i t ic i sm! A Se lec t ion , edi ted by 
D. Nichol Smith (London, 1916) , repr inted 1953,p.16. 
17. "Preface t o Shakespeare" (1765) . Reprinted in 
Shakespeare Cr i t i c i sm: A Se lec t ion , o p . c i t . , p .82 . 
18 . See Note 3 above. 
19 . "Bradley was academically t ra ined as a philosopher 
and h i s i n t e r e s t s were always t r u l y ph i losophica l . . " 
(Katharine Cooke, op. c i t , , p.47) .Cooke has given 
many in t e r e s t i ng d e t a i l s of Bradley's l i f e . 
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CHAPTER TWO 
THE CRIT3X:y<L TRADITION 
In the following two chapters of our study, we 
propose t o undeirtiake de ta i l ed examination of Bradley's 
c r i t i c i s m of the two major t ragedies of Shakespear, I t i s 
important t o note tha t Bradley who was de l iver ing the 
mater ia l of h i s book on Shakespearian Tragedy as lec tures 
a t Oxford townrds the close of the nineteenth cent^^ry was 
not doing so in a kind of h i s t o r i c a l vacuum. His book came 
a t a p a r t i c u l a r moment in the dev*>pment of Shakespeare -
c r i t i c i s m and stands in s ign i f i can t r e l a t i o n t o the 
c r i t i c i s m of the p a s t . No doubt, Bradley does not make 
extensive references t o e a r l i e r and contemporary c r i t i c i sm 
of Shakespeare , Nevertheless , i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o bel ieve 
t h a t 1^ had not read or made use of the e a r l i e r c r i t i c i sm 
in his l e c t u r e s . In the l ec tu res on Hamlet, for example, 
there are d i rec t references t o the d i f fe ren t theor ies about 
the nature of Hamlet's delay. This i s proof enough that 
Bradley had read the past c r i t i c i s m of both the p lays . 
His approach was not h i s t o r i c a l and scho la r ly , but he seems 
t o have been profoundly aware of \i^at others had wr i t ten 
about Hamlet, King Lear or the other t r a g e d i e s . 
A br ie f survey of the c r i t i c i s m of the two plays 
would, t he re fo re , serve two purposes. On the one hand, we 
w i l l be able t o determine Bradley's debt t o e a r l i e r 
c r i t i c i s m . On the other hand, we sha l l be able t o put 
Bradley 's c r i t i c i s m in the correc t h i s t o r i c a l purspec t ive . 
As a matter of f ac t , there i s not much difference between 
the two aims. Our main purpose is t o show t h a t Bradley's 
c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet and King Lear represents the culmination 
of the romantic c r i t i c i s m of the two plays .This i s more 
c l e a r l y v i s i b l e in the case of Hamlet. Bradley's debt t o 
the neoclass ical c r i t i c i s m of the p lay , as we sha l l presently 
n 
s e e , i s not much. He ignores even Dr Johnson but 
e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y re fe rs t o the 1736 essay on Hamlet whose 
author was the f i r s t c r i t i c t o notice the delay of the 
p ro t agon i s t . Bradley was general ly indebted t o Maurice Morgann 
who may be regarded as the pioneer of the character 
c r i t i c i s m of Shal^speare. In h i s approach t o Hamlet Bradley 
was ch ie f ly indebted t o Golerldge (thcxigh he disagreed with 
the l a t t e r ' s i n t e rp re t a t ion of Hamlet's character) and h i s 
German contemporaries. 
The e a r l i e s t reference t o Hamlet i s t o be found in 
a manuscript note by the Cambridge scholar Gabriel Harvey. 
The reference i s ccxnnnendatory. I t i s obvious tha t Harvey 
i s not th inking of the Ur~Hamlet whicSi was by a l l accounts 
a crude melodrama ful l of sensat ion and ho r ro r s , Harvey's 
note i s found in a copy of Speght 's Chaucer, and i t reads 
as followsj " the younger sor t take much del ight in 
Shakespeare 's Venus and Adonis; but h i s Lucrece, and h is 
tragedy of Hamlat,Prince of Denmark , have i t in them to 
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please the wiser sort'*t 
The Shakespeare Allusion Book, not superseded as ye t , 
i s a useful work in t ha t through i t we can char t out the 
r i s e of Shakespeare's influence on the drama of h i s age. 
There i s in i t s pages much evidence t o show tha t Hamlet 
remained a popular play throughout the seventeenth century. 
Since there i s no d i r ec t c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet at l e a s t in the 
f i r s t half of the setpenteenth century, The Allusion Book 
may be of great use in discovering the areas and aspects of 
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the play t h a t appealed most t o Shakespeare's contamporarias 
and successors . We have analysed some of the echoes, 
imi ta t ions and a l lus ions t o Hamlet on the bas i s of data 
contained in The Shakespeare Allusion Book. Allusion t o , 
and imitat ions of Hamlet may be c l a s s i f i e d as follows: 
(i) the c l u s t e r of associa t ions focused on the 
supernatural (The Ghost); 
( i i ) the graveyard motive and the theme of mor ta l i ty ; 
( i i i ) the motive of madness; and 
(iv) the theme of i n c e s t . 
The above c l a s s i f i c a t i o n shows t h a t a number of 
areas of the play had grea te r appeal for the contemporaries 
and successors of Shakespeare than o the r s , P.S.Conklin has 
l a i d grea t s t r e s s on the fact tha t in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centur ies Hamlet was universa l ly approached as 
a noble man of act ion and as a heroic f igure , a Hamlet 
very unlike tha t of Bradley. He further suggests tha t the 
romantic transformation of Hamlet in to a brooding r e f l ec t i ve 
type was a pure invention of nineteenth century c r i t i c s and 
had nothing t o do with Shakespeare's i n t e n t i o n s . 
Conklin, however, does not seem t o have made a careful 
use of The ShakasT:eare Aliusiqq Book • He did not pay much 
a t t e n t i o n t o the numerous imi ta t ions of Hamlet^  in Jacobean 
and Caroline drama. The very fact tha t the graveyard motive 
and the theme of morta l i ty was the second most important 
aspect of Hamlet t o influence others shows tha t Hamlet did 
not aprear t o h i s contemporaries merely as a man of ac t ion . 
The poet ic e f fec t created by the so l i loqu ies must have added 
depth and inwardness t o the conception of Hamlet in the early 
seventeenth century .Both The A t h e i s t ' s Tragedy and 
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The Revenger's Tragady possess the kind of depth tha t was 
necassaci ta ted by a concern with s in and mor ta l i ty . We may 
conclude by saying t h a t Conklin's theory may not be regarded 
as unquestionable so far as the ea r ly seventeenth century 
i s concerned. 
There i s not iwjch separate or de ta i l ed c r i t i c i sm of 
Hamlet in the seventeenth century, Refereroes t o Hamlet 
are found mixed up with general c r i t i c i s m of Shakespeare. 
In the beginning, the references t o Hamlet are sca t te red 
and deffused. They become concentrated and unified towards 
the and of the cen tury . The t o t a l number of references t o 
Haml^et i s insuf f ic ien t in giving us a Coherent p ic ture of 
Hamlet's cha rac te r , P.S, Conklin r i g h t l y remarks* "the 
seventeenth century Hamj.et can take on a d i s t inc tness of 4 
ou t l ine only by an act of the imagination. 
On the bas i s of sca t t e red references t o Hamlet in 
the seventeenth century , we can say tha t Hamlet was then 
general ly regarded as a Malcontent revenger. Here we should 
make a d i s t i n c t i o n between the major dramatis ts who echoed 
Hamlet and the ordinary playwrights of the day, As we have 
already shown, the imitat ions of Harnlet in plays l ike 
The A t h e i s t ' s Tragedy and The Revenger's Tragedy i s of the 
deeper themes of the p lay , 3© far as the minor works are 
concerned, the view of €onklin about the seventeenth century 
conception of Hamlet as pr imi t ive seams t o be r i g h t . This 
Hamlet was c lose r t o i t s Kydian pro to type . He was a lso l e s s 
indiv idual i sed than in the eighteenth century . Conklin i s 
a l so cor rec t in thinking t h a t "as the century progressed, 
Hamlet the avenger l o s t most of the d i r e c t Kydian associa t ion 
he possessed as a necessary ancestoral h e r i t a g e , and appeared 
t h e r e a f t e r exclusively in his Shakespearean se t t ing" (Conklin,p, 
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A Study of the raferencss in The 3hake3i:>gare Allusion Book 
reveals tha t in the ear ly seventeenth century the ordinary 
dramatis t could not make any d i s t i n c t i o n between the Kydian 5 prototype and Shakespeare's Hamlet. 
I t may b r i e f ly be mentioned here t ha t D.J.McGinn, 
another author i ty on the conteirporary influence of Hamlet 
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on Jacobean drama, does not seem t o agree with Gonklin whose 
main t h e s i s i s , as we have already seen, t ha t the character 
of Hamlet as concieved by the romantic and nineteenth century 
c r i t i c s ( including Bradley) i s a f a l s i f i c a t i o n s of the real 
Shakespearian Hamlet, McGinn bel ieves t h a t , as a matter of 
f ac t , Shakespeare's Hamlet was ( l ike t h a t of Bradley) more 
phi losophical ind inwardlcoking. I t was t h i s conception of 
Hamlet tha t impressed i t s e l f on Shakespeare's contemporaries. 
McGinn wr i t e s : "Hamlet as a r e f l ec t ion of Shakespeare's genius, 
r a the r than as a representa t ive of the t r a d i t i o n a l tragedy of 
revenge, capt ivated the i n t e r e s t of contemporary playwrights" 
(McGinn, p.126) . This i s no place t o discuss the merits of 
the case — whether ffcGinn or Conklin i s r i g h t , McGinn seems 
t o be nearer the t r u th so far as the influence on the major 
contemporary dramatis ts i s concerned. Conklin may be r i gh t 
about the t h e a t r i c a l t r ad i t to r i a f t e r the Restorat ion: the 
Hamlet as presented by Bet ter ton may have been a noble man 
of a c t i o n . However, t o argue from t h i s t ha t the o r ig ina l 
Hamlet, t o o , was a simple man of ac t i on , without the psycho-
log ica l complexity a t t r i b u t e d t o him by the romantic c r i t i c s , 
i s , t o say the l e a s t , highly c o n t r o v e r s i a l , 
/ie are not wr i t ing here a h i s to ry of Hamlet c r i t i c i s m : 
our only in tent ion is t o h igh l igh t those aspects of the 
pre-Bradlaian c r i t i c i sm of Hamlet which might have d i r ec t l y 
or ind i rec t ly influenced Bradley 's conception of the p lays . 
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Another aim is t o discover t r aces of the kind of philosophical 
and psychological approach in e a r l i a r c r i t i c i s m , spec ia l ly 
before Coleridge, which i s so c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Bradley. 
The discuss ion of the various theor ies of Hamlet's delay 
in Shaltftspearian Tragedy {pp.95 - 108) and the reference t o 
the 1736 anonymous essay on Hamlet (previously a t t r i bu t ed t o 
S i r Thc«ias Hanmer) show tha t Bradley had made a very careful 
study of the ear ly c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet. I t would not, there fore , 
be out of place t o make a br ie f reference t o the chief 
land marks in the h i s to ry of Hamlet c r i t i c i s m before Bradley, 
The references to Hamlet, from the middle of the seventeenth 
century up t o t he publ icat ion in 1765 of Johnson's Preface, 
are conditioned by a number of f a c t o r s . The most important of 
these elements is the general neo-c lass ica l framework which 
shaped the c r i t i c a l th inking of the per iod . There i s not much 
character c r i t i c i s m in t h i s period as the neo-c lass ica l c r i t i c s 
were general ly concerned with formal a spec t s , theories of 
decorum and the doctr ine of poet ic j u s t i c e . This pos i t ion is 
contrary t o tha t of Bradley for whom charac ter was the chief 
centre of i n t e r e s t . As we have already seen in chapter I , 
charac te r was important for Bradley because, according to him, 
tragedy l i e s in charac te r i suing in ac t i on . In the 
neo-c lass ica l per iod, there was not much i n t e r e s t in 
individual psychology. On the other hand, formal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
such as thf2 u n i t i e s , p u r i t y of genre (keeping tragedy separate 
from comedy) , and decorum of language and charac te r i za t ion were 
general ly emphasised. At the same t ime, the neo-c lass ica l 
c r i t i c s did not have any philosophical conception of the 
contents of t ragedy. They would have been surprised by phrases 
such as " the substance of Shakespearean tragedy" ,"• the t r a g i c 
aspect of l i f e " , or "Shakespeare's conception of the t r a g i c 
fac t of l i fe"" .The neo-c lass ica l idea of tragedy was purely 
37 
d i d a c t i c . The neo-c lass ica l c r i t i c s believed tha t the 
highest goal of tragedy was t o show t h a t v i r tue i s always 
rewarded and vice punished. The seventeenth and ear ly 
e ighteenth century c r i t i c s e i t h e r pra ise or bl.ime 
Shakespeare in terms of poet ic j u s t i c e , Thay had no other 
conception of the inner inaaning and s ignif icance of t ragedy. 
Another general c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the period tha t 
may be b r i e f l y mentioned i s the fact t ha t most of the 
comments on Hamlet seem t o be based on the c r i t i c s experience 
of the play in the t h e a t r e , Hamlet does not appear t o have 
been examined in the s tudy . At the same t ime, the character 
of the protagonis t does not appear t o have engaged the 
a t t e n t i o n of the c r i t i c s t i l l 1770. In h i s book on the 
h i s t o r y of Hamlet c r i t i c i s m , Gonklin has deplored the lack 
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of i n t e r e s t in Hamlet's character before 1770, We can 
confirm h i s opinion by re fe r r ing t o one of the e a r l i e s t 
exclusive s tud ies of Ham3,eti Son^ Remarks on the Tragedy 
of Hamlet (1736) . In h i s note on Hamlets Dr Johnson does 
not say much about Hamlet's charac te r ; h i s comments on 
Polonius are much more extensive and remarkable, we can, 
t h e r e f o r e , agree with Conklin in h i s view t h a t there i s 
none or l i t t l e charac ter c r i t i c i s m before 1770, 
With the above genera l i sa t ions in mind we can now 
turn t o some of the individual c r i t i c s t o see if ws can 
discover in them any an t i c ipa t ions of the Bradleian msthod 
of cha rac te r a n a l y s i s , 
Q 
In a manuscript note (1655) # Abraham Wright expressed 
h i s opinion t h a t Ham:|.et was "but an ind i f fe ren t play, the 
l i n e s bu t meane^ He thought t h a t the mad Hamlet was a good 
t h e a t r i c a l p a r t . According t o him, the scene between Hamlet 
and the grave-diggers , t o o , was good. I t i s c l ea r that in 
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t h i s e a r l i e s t correnent, the author i s wr i t ing about h is 
t h e a t r i c a l experience of the p l ay . The above has been 
quoted t o show t h a t the neo-c lass ica l framework had not 
as yet become cOTroon, Prom t h i s and from s imi la r other 
ccwnments from the seventeenth century we cannot infer 
whether the c r i t i c was impressed by the psychological 
complexity of Hamlet's charac ter or by h i s heroic q u a l i t i e s , 
James Drake (1699) i s the f i r s t cannmentator on 
Hc^mlet in the seventeenth century who approached the play 
from the neo-c lass ica l point of view. He p ra i ses Hafmlet 
for a reason which would have been disapproved of by 
Bradley: he l ikes i t s scheme of poet ic just ice.According 
t o him no play in an t iqu i ty can r i v a l the p lo t of Hamlet 
for the admirable d i s t r i b u t i o n of poet ic j u s t i c e , "The 
cr iminals are not only brought t o execution, but they are 
taken in there own toy l s " (Vickers,p,95) • We remember 
t h a t according t o Bradley (as in A r i s t o t l e ' s Poetics) the 
suffer ing of the protagonis t i s d ispropor t ionate t o h i s 
t r a g i c e r r o r , Bradley ca tegor ica l ly s t a t e s tha t there i s 
no poe t ic j u s t i c e in Shakespearean t ragedy. 
Leaving aside minor comment and c r i t i q u e s we come to 
11 Richard S t e e l e , one of the main represen ta t ives of 
Augustan neo-class ic ism. Surpr i s ing ly , however, we find tha t 
S t e e l e ' s essay contains the garm of one of the most 
important ideas in Bradley's analysis of Hamlet's charac te r . 
According t o Bradley, t t e most Important element in Hamlet's 
charac te r i s h i s deep melancholy a t the thought of h is 
mother 's hasty marr iage. We find the same idea in S t ee l e ' s 
essay though he does not say t h a t Hamlet's melancholy was 
the cause of h i s t ragedy. Thus, we find even as ear ly as 
1709 a concern with Hamlet's s t a t e of mind. This i n t e re s t 
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in the inner working of Hamlet's mind increases as the 
century advances and comes close t o the beginning of the 
rcxnantic movement. Inc iden ta l ly , the ccmment by 
S i r Richard Stee le disproves the thes i s of P.S.Conklin, 
re fared t o above, t ha t the general conception of Hamlet's 
charac te r upto 1770 remained t h a t of a heroic man of action 
without psychological complexity. 
We can see the fa in t beginning of the idea that the 
charac te r of Hamlet i s cen t ra l t o the play in the br ief 
reference t o Haml^ et in the Earl of Shaftesbury's 
I t may be properly said of t h i s play, i f 
I mistake not, tha t I t has only ONfi character or Principal,, 
Part" (Vickers, p.264) . This idea, t oo , was grea t ly developed 
in the l a t e eighteenth century . As a r e s u l t of t h i s , the 
romantic and the nineteenth century c r i t i c s came t o regard 
the character of Hamlet t o be the only th ing worthy of 
a t t e n t i o n in the p lay . In the c r i t i c i s m of Bradley the idea 
of the c e n t r a l i t y of Hamlet's charac ter becomes c r u c i a l . 
In the very beginning of h i s l ec tu re on Hamlet Bradley 
saysI "the whole s tory turns upon the pecul ia r character 
oE the haro" (ST,p.89) . 
Some Remarks on the Tragedy of Hamlet i s the next 
important document in the histoiry of Hamlet c r i t i c i s m . I t 
was published anonymously in 1736, and was e a r l i e r 
a t t r i b u t e d t o S i r Thomas Hanner. Bradley quotes from 
Some Remarks in h is l ec ture on Hamlat (ST,p,91) . He refers 
t o the author of Some Remarks as the f i r s t c r i t i c t o have 
noticed tha t the character of Hamlet was of specia l i n t e r e s t . 
We have already noticed t h a t t h i s i s not c o r r e c t . Shaftesbury 
had already s t ressed the c e n t r a l i t y of Hamlet's charac te r , 
S tee le had shown some i n t e r e s t in the sa te of Hamlet's mind. 
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Perhaps Bradley did not have access t o the coniFi^nts of 
Stee le and Shaftesbury, In a footnote on p.92 of 3T 
Bradley t e l l s us th^ t he had read the e a r l i e r c r i t i c i sm 
of Hamlet in the second vciume of Purness 's New Variorum 
e d i t i o n of the play (1877), Bradley r i g h t l y gives c r e d i t 
t o the author of Some Remarks for having noticed the fact 
of delay in Hamlet. However, as Bradley points out (p.91) , 
the author could not find anything i n t e r e s t i ng in the fact 
o£ de lay . The recognit ion of the fact was, never the less , 
important in i t s e l f . The l a t e r c r i t i c s , beginning with 
Johnson, were soon going t o base various psychological 
t heor i e s of Hamlet's charac ter on the fact of Hamlet's 
delay in taking revenge. 
Dr Johnson (1765) does not spec i f i ca l ly r e fe r t o 
Hamlet's delay but he i s the f i r s t c r i t i c t o have pointed 
out t ha t Hamlet remains passive throughout the piay.According 
t o Johnson, "Hamlet is , through the whole play, ra ther an 
instrument than an agent'i This remark has been quoted by 
Bradley, He comments: " i t does not occur t o Johnscm tha t 
t h i s pecul iar circumstance can be anything but a defect in 
Shakespeare's management of the plot" (ST,p.91) On the 
e ighteenth century c r i t i c s in general and on Johnson in 
p a r t i c u l a r , Bradley comnentst " Saeing they saw not" (p.91) . 
What Bradley means by t h i s pi thy comment i s tha t though the 
pre-rcwnantic c r i t i c s did notice the fact of Hamlet's delay, 
they ^id not find anything of psychological inteirest in i t . 
The c r i t i c i s m of Hanry Mackenzie, the author of the 
sentimental novel . The Man of Feel ing, may be regarded as 
a turning point in the h i s to ry of Hamj.et apprec ia t ion . I t 
can be said tha t Bradley's conception of the character of 
Hamlet was a developmant of Mackenzie's view of the hero 's 
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p e r s o n a l i t y . Mackenzie has been regarded as a precursor 
of rorninticism. I t would, t he re fo re , be proper f i r s t t o 
d iscuss the general q u a l i t i e s of the romantic approach t o 
Hamlet and the charac ter of i t s hero . These q u a l i t i e s are 
found in most of the romantic and the l a t e nineteenth 
century c r i t i c i s m of Hamiat. 
1 . The h i s t o r i c a l background of the play is en t i r e ly 
ignored. The r e l a t i o n s h i p between Hamlet and the revenge 
plays of the lilizabethan-Jacobean period is t o t a l l y forgotten. 
The c r i t i c s fron Colerdige t o Bradley took very l i t t l e 
i n t e r e s t in Hamlet as an Slizabethan t ragedy. 
2 . The personal i ty of the hero became the chief focus of 
a t t e n t i o n . The neo-c lass ica l concern with the plot was 
replaced by i n t e r e s t in cha rac t e r , 
3 . The great majority of c r i t i c s were fascinated by the 
indescribable charm of the hero ' s pe r sona l i t y . 
4 . The fact of delay was noticed by a l l the c r i t i c s . 
5 . They t r i e d t o find a l l kinds of explanat ions for the 
de lay . I t led t o keen i n t e r e s t in psychology. Hidden 
motives were found for the de lay , 
6 . There was now a keen i n t e r e s t in , and appreciat ion for, 
Shatafspeare's language and poe t ry . 
7 . The charac ters in the play, including the character 
of Hamlet were scmietimes approached h i s t o r i c a l l y — as if 
ihese charac ters were not f i c t i t i o n s but r ea l as we sha l l 
see in the next chapter , Bradley i s not t o t a l l y free from 
t h i s tendency, 
8 . An elament of mystery was discoverd in the play a3 well 
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as in the character of i t s p ro tagon i s t . 
As in t h i s sect ion we are concerned only with the 
general and s ign i f i can t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of pre-Bradleian 
c r i t i c i s m , we sha l l confine ourselves only t o two or three 
c r i t i c s . These c r i t i c s are important in r e l a t i on t o Bradley. 
The romantic — Bradleian conception of Hamlet may 
be sa id t o have begun with Henry Mackenzie, He wrote two 
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essays in The iMirror (April 18 and 25,1780), a l a t e 
e ighteenth century p e r i o d i c a l . In these essays Mackenzie 
gave a firm d i r ec t i on t o Hamlet c r i t i c i s m . In h is c r i t i que 
o^ Hamlet (1773) , Steevens had t r i e d t o prove th^t the 
protagonis t was cruel by na tu re . Mackenzie presented Hamlat 
as a man with an extreme s e n s i b i l i t y of mind, Mackenzie's 
view of Hamlet's character is very close t o t h a t of Bradley 
in one important r e spec t . Like Bradley, Mackenzie belioved 
tha t under d i f f e ren t circumstances Hamlet would have bean 
an extremely successful man. Thus according t o him, as 
according t o Bradley, the cause of Hamlet's fa i lure and 
tragedy was a coaibination of character and circumstance. 
Th i s , as we have seen in Chapter I , i s the essence or 
substanos of Shakespearian tragedy according t o Bradley. 
Mackenzie's essays were extremely i n f l u e n t i a l . We can 
say tha t in these essays the 'new' or romantic Hamlet was 
b o m : the romantic c r i t i c s - Goethe, Coleridge and Schlegel -
took up t h i s Hamlet and varied i t according t o t h e i r own 
subjec t ive concept ions. The idea tha t Hamlet possessed 
"an extreme s e n s i b i l i t y of mind* i s the key t o an understanding 
of the romantic - Bradleian conception of Hamlet. 
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The German romantic c r i t i c s , as every student of 
the h i s to ry of Shakespeare c r i t i c i s m knows, did a l o t t o 
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reveal the greatness of Shakespeare as poet and dramat is t . 
These c r i t i c s a l so popularised the new conception of 
Hamlet. Lessing ccmpared the Ghost in Hamlet with the 
supernatural in the plays of V o l t a i r e . He showed tha t 
the Ghost in Hamlet was poe t i ca l l y conceived and was 
t r u l y myster ious, Goathe s t r essed the extreme s e n s i t i v i t y 
of the mind of Hamlet. He presented him as a weakling, 
t oo f r ag i l e for the harsh r e a l i t i e s of t h i s world. 
A.W. Schlegel presented Hamlet as a tragedy of thought, 
i^amlet i s l o s t in i n t e l l e c t u a l labyr in ths and i s therefore 
unable t o cope with r e a l i t y . 
When we re tu rn t o English romantic c r i t i c i s m of 
18 Hamlet we find Coleridge echoing the ideas of A.w.Schlegel 
I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o say if Coleridge, d i r e c t l y borrowed 
c r i t i c a l ideas from Schl igel or arr ived a t them 
independently. Whatever the ca se , there i s a remarkable 
resemblance between the c r i t i c a l perception of Coleridge 
and those of A.W, Schlegel , Like Schlegel , Coleridge too 
bel ieves that the por t rayal of Hamlet's mentali ty i s the 
hear t of the p lay , Hamlet i s a charac ter who has l o s t the 
balance between the r ea l and the imaginary. The world of 
ideas and images is more r ea l for Hamlet than the world of 
r e a l i t y , Hamlet i s placed under circumstances in which he 
has t o act quickly and without de l ibe ra t ion .There is no 
doubt t h a t Hamlet i s brave and ca re less of dea th . Owing, 
however, t o the predominance of i n t e l l e c t over wi l l Hamlet 
v a c i l l a t e s between act ion and inac t ion , and t h i s 
p roc ra s t i na t i on i s f a t a l . Hamlet loses the power of action 
in the energy of r e s o l v e . Thus, Hamlet i s t o t a l l y opposed 
t o Macbeth who i s a t rue man of ac t ion , Hamlet, on the 
other hand, delays act ion t i l l ac t ion i s of no use. In his 
charac te r Shakespeare has embodies and important moral 
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t r u t h ; ac t ion i s the chief and of ex i s t ence . 
As we sha l l see in Chapter I I I , Bradley r e j ec t s tha 
Schlagel - Coleridge theory of Hamlet's delay and 
c h a r a c t e r , A knowledge of Coler idge 's theory, however, 
i s important because i t i nd i r ec t ly influenced Bradley's 
thinking about the p lay . As we have already seen, 
Mackenzie was the rea l pioneer of the romantic view of 
^amlet . Nevertheless, i t i s in the pages of Coleridge 
tha t the''new'' Hamlet r ea l ly con^s t o l i f e . Coleridge gave 
indisputable c a n t r a l i t y t o Hamlet'ff mind in the p lay . 
Hamlet i s no more a noble man of act ion a s , according to 
Conklin, he was in the seventeenth and eighteenth c e n t u r i e s . 
He was now come t o possess a kaen philosophical consciousness. 
Coleridge finds a r e f l ec t i on of h i s own persona l i ty in 
Hamlet;" I have a smack of Hamlet m y s e l f , Though Bradley 
r e j e c t s Coler idge ' s theory of Hamlet's delay, he doas not 
deny the more important t r u t h th^ t Hamlet the play is 
about the p ro t agon i s t ' s s t a t e of mind. The main difference 
between Coleridge and Bradley l i e s in the fact tha t 
Bradley analysis Hamlet's s t a t e of mind in a d i f fe ren t 
manner. 
Many c r i t i c s wrote about Hamlet in the nineteenth 
century but t h a i r c r i t i c i sms are not important from our 
point of view since in most of the essays on Hamlet we 
19 find only an echo of Coleridge, Haz l i t t for example, finds 
Hamlet t o be a character not marked by the s t rength of 
w i l l . He bears testimony t o the great popular i ty of the 
play in the rcsnantic age when he says; "We have been so 
used t o t h i s tragedy th=5t we hardly know how t o c r i t i c i s e 
i t any more than we should know how t o d i sc r ibe our own 
faces" (New Variorum Hamlet , I I , p,l55) . The play abounds 
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in s t r i k i n g re f l ec t ions on human l i f e . Haz l i t t echoes 
Coleridge when he says tha t the character of Hamlet i s 
marked by refinam-ant of thought and sentiment, "Hamlet 
i s as l i t t l e of the hero as man well can be" (p.156) , 
"He is the prince of phisophical speculators" (p,156) . 
He i s an i d e a l i s t i c r evemger , and t h i s idealism i s the 
source of h is t r a g i c f a i l u r e . Thus ws see t h a t in a l l 
e s s e n t i a l respects H a z l i t t ' s Hamlet does not red ica l ly 
d i f f e r from the Hamlet of Colr idge 's conception. Haz l i t t ' a 
Hamlet i s an i d e a l i s t whose idea of perfec t revenge 
cannot be t r a n s l a t e d i n t o r e a l i t y . This opinion i s not 
d i f f e r en t fran the view of Coleridge tha t Hamlet i s 
incapable of making any d i s t i n c t i o n between the Imaginary 
and the r e a l • 
No h i s to ry of Hamlet c r i t i c i s m a f t e r 1821 has yet 
been wri t ten but the e x t r a c t s given in Fumess ' s New 
Variorum ed i t i on of Hamlet (1877) are numerous and 
ex t ens ive . In t h i s s ec t ion , however, we are dealing with 
the main outl ine of the c r i t i c a l t r a d i t i o n and not with 
the h i s to ry of Hamlet c r i t i c i s m . I t would not, there fore , 
be re levant for us t o canment on the views of each and 
every c r i t i c . The only c r i t i c whose views are important 
frcwn our point of view i s Dowden whose book, Sh^kspare: 
His Mind and Ar t , i s a landmark in the Victorian c r i t i c i sm 
of Shakespeare. Bradley has acknowledged a general debt 
t o Dowden a t the end of h i s l ec tu res on King Lear. 
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Two of the points made by Dowden about the play 
and i t s haro have been echoed by Bradley in a slightj^y 
modified form. The f i r s t point i s concerned about the 
qua l i ty of the p l ay . According t o Dowden, t l ^ r e i s about 
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the play a c e r t a i n element of mystery th?it i s ever 
suggest ive "Shakespeare created i t a mystery, and 
therefore i t i s for ever suggest ive; for aver suggestive 
and never wholly explicable* (New Variorum Hamlet , I I ,p . 187) • 
Bradley suggests the same idea in the more matter-of-fact 
manner when he c l e a r l y s t a t e s a t t l ^ end of h i s second lecture 
tha t there i s a r e l ig ious element in the play (^#p . l74) . 
The second point made bY Dowden i s concerned with 
the character of Hamlet. He says , "Hamlet i s not merely or 
chief ly i n t e l l e c t u a l ; the emotional s ide of his character 
i s qui te as important as the i n t e l l e c t u a l ; h is malady i s 
as deep-seated in h i s s e n s i b i l i t i e s and in his heart as i t 
i s in his brain" (p.187) , This remark contains the key 
t o an understanding of Bradley's analysis of Hamlet's 
c h a r a c t e r . As we sha l l see in the next Chapter, the rea l 
cause of Hamlet's t r a g i c delay, according to Bradley, i s 
h i s melancholy induced by the thought of h is mother's 
behaviour. Hamlet i s already emotionally dis turbed when 
the Ghost of h i s father asks him t o take revenge. I t i s 
very obvious tha t Bradley's ana lys is of Hamlet's delay is 
very close t o Dowden's theory . 
The h i s to ry of the c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet i s a 
continuing debate in which a f inal so lu t ion may perhaps 
never be found. The forbears of Bradley in t h i s debate have 
been c r i t i c s l i ke Mackenzie, Schlegel , Coleridge and 
Dowden. I t Is possible tha t the Restorat ion and the ear ly 
e ighteenth century c r i t i c s would not have agreed with 
Bradley but c e r t a in ly some of the contarrporaries of 
Shakespeare would have sympathised with him in h is 
attempt t o focus a t t en t i on on Hamlet's s t a t e of mind — his 
melancholy and his deap concern with mor t a l i t y . 
il 
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The h i s to ry of the c r i t i c i s m of King Lear brings 
i n to a sharper focus the divergence between the 
neo-c lass ica l and romantic t a s t e than tha t of any other 
p lay , including Hamlet« As we have seen, Hamlet had 
captured the imagination of Shakespeare's contemporaries 
and immediate successor in a remarkable manner. The only 
o ther character who did so in a comparable degree was 
Fa l s t a f f , The l a t e Jacobean and Caroline periods perhaps 
did not find anything of great appeal in King Lear as 
there are few imita t ions and echoes of the p lay . The 
Restorat ion brought about a change in t h e a t r i c a l and 
dramatic t a s t e , and t h i s change i s re f lec ted in 
Nahum Ta te ' s adaptat ion of King Lear (March 1681) for the 
Restorat ion s t a g e . There cannot be a more s ign i f i can t 
c r i t i c i s m of the play from t l ^ neo-c lass ica l point of 
view than t h i s adaptation of the p lay . A study of the 
changes introduced by Tate i s a clue t o the neo-class ical 
apprec ia t ion of the p lay , an appreciat ion from which 
Bradley could not have l ea rn t anything since h i s own 
a t t i t u d e t o the play r e f l e c t s an e n t i r e l y d i f fe ren t se t 
of assumptions about drama, Inspi te of the fact tha t 
Bradley 's c r i t i c i s m of King Lear belongs t o the t r a d i t i o n 
beginning with Coleridge and Lamb, i t i s necessary t o give 
an account of the neo-c lass ica l t r a d i t i o n too since the 
two t r a d i t i o n s cannot be appreciated in i so l a t i on from 
each o the r . 
There are good h i s t o r i c a l reasons (including 
phi losophical reasons) fo r the fact tha t the neo-classical 
age was incapable of apprecia t ing the alements of intense 
pain and suffer ing in King Lear . The suffer ing and deaths 
of Lear, Gloster and Cordelia are the most prominent 
fea tures of Shakespeare's Le^r. This element r a i ses 
questions and doubts about the divine dispensat ion of the 
un iverse . There are sharp questions about the j u s t i c e of 
the gods in the p lay . Shakespeare has presented a vis ion 
of human l i f e in which man i s no more than a ba re , forked 
animal divested of a l l glory and grandeur, Corde l ia ' s death 
i s the most painful element in the play tha t was found 
untearable by a c r i t i c of such independent judgment as 
Dr Johnson. Her suffer ing and death are e n t i r e l y unmerited 
frcOT the point of view of common ideals of mora l i ty . 
Shakespeare's intense t r a g i c v is ion finds expression in 
King Lear as i t does in no other of h is t r a g e d i e s . The 
Restorat ion and neo-c lass ica l periods were precluded from 
an apprec ia t ion of such spectacle of suffer ing due t o 
t h e i r opt imis t ic fa i th in the d ivine governance of the 
un ive r se . The cosmic order of the Enlightenment was a 
per fec t mechanistic order which was regulated in accordance 
with the universal law by the Divine orda iner . Nature was 
no more a mystery; i t was synonymajs with Law, and these 
laws had been discovered by the great s c i e n t i s t S i r Isaac 
Newt on I 
Nature and Nature's laws lay hid in night ; 
God sa id , "Let Newton be" , and a l l was l i g h t . 
sa id Alexander Pope on Newton's death . The divine dispenser 
of the universal scheme of th ings could not have devised 
laws tha t were unjust and cruel t o man. I t i s obvious tha t 
with 3uch a world-view in the back-ground, the contemporaries 
of Locke, Decartes and Newton could not but bel ieve 
t h a t the c l a s s i c a l precepts about poet ic j u s t i c e in dr^ma 
were eminently reasonable . King Lear, the neo-c lass ica l 
c r i t i c s and adapters of Shakespearian drama for the 
Res tora t ion stage discovered, v io l a t e s poet ic j u s t i c e 
in the most repr ihens ib le manner, Tate, t he re fo re , makes 
d r a s t i c changes in the p lay , reduces the element of 
suffer ing and pa in , shows Lear as surviving h i s ordeal 
and marries off Cordelia t o Edgar, 
I t i s not only the Restorat ion concept of divine 
benevolence tha t affected the appreciat ion of Shakespeare; 
i t was a l so the influence of French neo-c lass ica l t i s t e 
tha t shaped the l a t e seventeenth and ear ly eighteenth 
century response t o Shakespeare.The Restorat ion world was 
remarkably d i f fe ren t from the Jacobean world. The neo-
c l a s s i c a l ideas about drama and poetry had now firmly 
es tab l i shed themselves in England, The theor ies of 
imi t a t ion , pur i ty of gen»e, decorum of charac te r iza t ion 
and language were now generally accepted. There were many 
changes brought about In t le thea t re a l s o . In the place of 
the Elizabethan open-air apron s t a a e , the Restoration hai 
a c losed- in proscenium arch s t a ^ . The stage machinary was 
developed. Light was introduced in the t h e a t r e . Another 
great change was the in t roduct ion of ac t resses on the 
stage in the place of Elizabethan boy-ac tors , Considerabl3 
a t t e n t i o n was paid t o the formal and symmetrical 
•const ruct ion of p l o t s . In the Restorat ion adaptat ion of 
The Temr)est, for example, Miranda ( the woman who had never 
seen a man) was given a male counterpar t , a man who had 
21 
never seen a woman. There were changes in the English 
language a l s o , so much so t h a t some of the most 
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c h a r a c t e r i s t i c poet ic passages in Shakespeare were not 
now general ly apprec ia ted . I t i s , t he re fo re , against 
t h i s background tha t the Tate a-iaptation of King Lear 
should be approached, 
Tate revised the play in 1681. This adaptat ion 
continued t o hold the stage for more than a century. I t 
was t h i s adaptat ion tha t was performed (with some 
modifications) by Garrick in the eighteenth century . I t 
continued t i l l 1838 when Macready revived the or ig ina l 
•Shakespearian p l ay . 
As we have already shown, Ta te ' s adaptat ion reduced 
the element of su f fe r ing . The reason which Tata gives 
i s as follows: 
This method necessar i ly threw me on making 
the Tale conclude in a Success t o the 
innocent d i s t r e s t PersonsjOtherwise I must 
have incumbered the stage with dead bodies , 
whic^ conduct makes many Tragedies conclude 
with unreasonable Jes t s ,22 
Tate gives two reasons for not leaving too many dead 
bodies on the s tage in the final scene. In the f i r s t place 
the excessive suffer ing of the main characters and t h e i r 
deaths v io la t e poet ic j u s t i c e . Secondly, the spectacle of 
v io l en t death on the stage goes against the ideal of 
t r a g i c decorum. The same neo-c lass ica l conception of 
decorum urged him t o exclude the Fool from the p lay . He 
could not have seen, as modern c r i t i c s including Bradley 
can, tha t the presence of the Pool heightens the t r ag ic 
pathos in the p lay . Tate made many other changes in the 
p l a y . According t o him Lear ' s r ea l and Edgar's pretended 
madness have "so much extravagant nature" as could not 
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have ccJtne "but frcwn Shalcespeare's c rea t ing fancy" 
(Vickers, p.345) . 
The changes introduced by Tate were generally liked 
by c r i t i c s in the eighteenth century . Charles Gilden, 
in his comments on King Lear, wrote : "The King and 
Cordelia ought by no means t o have dy'd and therefore 
^r» '^ate has very j u s t l y a l t e r ' d tha t p a r t i c u l a r which 
must disgust the Reader and Audience, t o have Vertue and 
Piety meet so unjust a Reward" (Vickers, Vol . II ,p.258) . 
Addison, however, was an exception t o t h i s general pra ise 
of Ta te ' s ve r s ion . S ign i f i can t ly , he did not endorse the 
idea of poe t ic j u s t i c e in t ragedy. He refered to Ar i s to t l e 
who believed tha t unhappy ending was b e t t e r than happy 
ending in a tragedy (Vickers, V o l , I I , p.273) . Theobald, 
hovrever, preferred Ta te ' s version t o Shakespeare's (Vickers, 
V o l , I I , p,306) 8 "Virtue ought t o be rewarded and vice 
should be punished! 
Leaving aside minor c r i t i c s and commentators of the 
eighteenth century we come to Dr Johnson who in h is 
c r i t i c i s m of King Lea^r 3oes not show any independence of 
neo-c lass i ca l t a s t e but approves of the changes introduced 
by Tata . He finds the following moral in the playiCrimes 
lead t o crimes and at l a s t terminate in r u i n . "But", 
contini:es Johnson 
. . . though t h i s moral be inc identa l ly enforced, 
Shakespeare has suffered the v i r t ue of Cordelia 
t o perish in a j u s t cause, contrary t o the 
natural ideas of j u s t i c e , t o the hope of the 
reader , and what i s yet more s t r ange , to t he 
fa i th of the c r o n i c l e s , . , . In the present case 
the public has decided. Cordelia from the time 
of Tate , has always r e t i r e d with v ic tory and 
tJ '^ 
f e l i c i t y . And i f my sensat ion could add 
anything t o the general s u f f r a ^ , I might 
r e l a t e t h a t I was many years ago so shocked 
by Cordel ia ' s death t h a t I know not whether 
I ever endured t o read again the l a s t scens 
of the play t i l l I undertook t o rev ise them 
as an ed i to r (Vickers, Vol. V ,p,l39) . 
The above are nemorable words and form par t of the 
c r i t i c a l t r a d i t i o n of King Lear . In h i s f i r s t l ec ture 
on the Substance of Shakespearian Tragedy, we have 
already seen# Bradley r e j e c t s the idea of poet ic j u s t i ce 
as un-3hakespearian. The idea of poet ic j u s t i c e , however, 
survived as long as the end of the neo-c lass ica l age, and 
the l a s t memorable expression of the idea i s found in 
Johnson. 
The t r u l y romantic Lear was born, not in Coleridge, 
but in the pages of Lamb. In h i s well-known essay. 
On the Tragedies of Shakespeare, considered with reference 
t o t h 3 i r f i tness for Stage Representat ion, Lamb strongly 
pro tes ted against Ta te ' s t raves ty of Shakespeare: *h hapry 
ending - as if the l iv ing martyrdom tha t Lear had gone 
through, - the f laying of his feel ings a l i v e , did not 
make a f a i r dismissal from the stage of l i f e the only 
decorous thing for him" {Smith, p.206) . His judgment on 
Ta t e ' s version was forcefully des t ruc t ive :"Tate has put 
h i s hook in the n o s t r i l s of t h i s Leviathan, for Garrick 
and h i s fol lowers , the showmen of the scene, t o draw the 
mighty beast about more eas i ly" (Smith, p.206) , Lamb did 
h i s bes t t o focus a t t en t ion on the tremendous imaginative 
e f fec t of the play though he was not r igh t about i t s 
s u i t a b i l i t y for stage r ep resen ta t ion . The extraordinary 
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poetic richnass of King Lear was highlighted by Lamb in 
this essay, and It is the same richness that is also 
stressed by Bradley, Thus, there is a continuity of 
critical tradition between Lamb and Bradley, 
O A. 
In h is c r i t i c i s m Haz l i t t l a id s t r e s s on the 
t r a g i c en tens i ty of the p l ay . This a t t i t u d e i s en t i r e ly 
opposite t o tha t of the neo-c lass ica l c r i t i c s . According 
t o H a z l i t t , Lear i s "the best of a l l Shakespeare's plays, 
for i t i s the one in which he was the rrost in earnest" 
(Smith, p,292) . The element of intense suffer ing in tha 
play impressed i t s e l f on the mind of Keats a l s o . In h i s 
famous sonnet "On S i t t i n g Down t o Read King Lea^ on eAgain", 
Keats h igh l igh ts the fact tha t reading King Lear i s l i ke 
burning through "the f ierce dispute/Betwixt damnation and 
impassioned c l a y " . 
The romantic c r i t i c s as a whole may be credi ted with 
having brought i n to focus three elements in King Lear: 
(1) the tremendous imaginative effect of the play; 
( i i ) i t s organic nature ; and 
(Jdl) i t s t r a g i c i n t e n s i t y . 
The organic nature of the play— ifcs p a r a l l e l p lo t s — was 
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s t r e s sed by A.W.Schlegel, He was the f i r s t c r i t i c t o 
br ing the value of the sub-plot as a universal i s Ing agent 
in t l ^ p l ay , Shel ley , l ike Coleridge and H a z l i t t , emphasized 
the imaginative aspect of the play and ca l led i t "the 
most perfect specimen of dramatic a r t ex i s t i ng in the world" 
(the New Variorum, p , 429) , 
The romantic appra isa l of King Lear was inheri ted 
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by the Victor ian c r i t i c s l ike Dowdan. Bradley acknowledges 
a spec i f i c debt t o Dowden according t o whom the play i s 
remarkable for i t s s t o i c a l e t h i c s , Dowden has many fine 
th ings to say about the p lay . One of h i s ins ights r e l a t e s 
t o the fact tha t there i s a strange combination of the 
grotesque and the sublime in King Lear . In conclusion i t 
may be sa id tha t the Victorian c r i t i c i s m of the play is 
a cont inuat ion of the ratiantic a t t i t u d e towards King Leaxr, 
and tha t t h i s i s the s t a r t i n g point of Bradley 's c r i t i c i sm, 
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NOTES t CHAPTER TWO 
1 . The number of f o o t - n o t e s and end-no tes in 
S h a t e s p e a r l a n Traqed;^, i s q u i t e l a r g e .The g r e a t 
ma jo r i t y of t h e s e n o t e s , however, dea l wi th 
s u b s i d i a r y t e x t u a l m a t t e r s . The acknowledgement 
of s c h o l a r l y debt i s s c a n t y . The main reason might 
be t h e f ac t t h a t ST i s a c o l l e c t i o n of l e c t u r a s , 
not a s c h o l a r l y work. 
2 . See The Shakespeare A l l u s i o n Book:A C o l l e c t i o n of 
A l l u s i o n s t o Shakespeare from 1591 t o 1700 ( ad i t ad 
by John Munroe (London, 1932) , p . 5 6 , 
3 . P . S . Conkl in , A His to ry of Hamlet C r i t i c i s m t 1601-1821 
(London,1957) , p . 7 . 
4 . Conkl in , o p . c i t . , p . 7 , 
5 . This g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s based on the echoes and 
i m i t a t i o n s of Hamlet in t h e fo l lowing works . The 
a c t u a l q u o t a t i o n s , not given h e r e , a re t o be 
found in t h e Shakespeare A l l u s i o n Book. 
i) S i r Thomas Smith, Voiaqe and Sn t a r t a inmen t in 
Rush ia , 1605. 
i i ) west Ward Hoe, 1607, 
i i i ) F l e t c h e r , The Wcanan H a t e r , 1607, 
Iv) Semual Rowlands, The Kiqht Raven, 1620 
v) Beaumont and F l e t c h e r , Four P l a y s , 1608, 
vi) P e t e r Wood house . The F l e a , 1605, 
v i i ) Alaxender N icco l e s , A Discourse of Marriage and 
Wiving, 1615. 
v i i i ) Marmion, A Moral1 Poem, I n t i t u l e d The Legend of 
Cupid and Psyche . 
6 . Donald Joseph McGinn, Shal^espeare 's In f luence on 
t h e Drama of His Aqet S tud ied in Hamlet'(New York,1938) 
e d n , of 1965. 
7 . Conkl in , op . c i t , , p . 2 . 
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8 . Some Remarks on t h e Tragedy of Hamlet, Pr ince 
Qg DenniarH (1736) . Repr ln tad In V l c k e r s , 
V o l . I l l , p p . 4 0 - 6 9 . 
9 . B r i t i s h Museum Add, MS. 22608. Repr in ted in 
Shakespeare : The C r i t i c a l H e r i t a g e , e d i t e d by 
Brian V l c k e r s , V o l . I (London, 1974) , p . 2 9 . 
1 0 . The Ant ien t and Modern Stages Survey*d.Repr in ted 
in V i c k e r s , o p . c i t . (Vol.11), p p . 9 3 - 1 0 1 . 
11 • T a t l a r , No. 106 (12 December 1709) . Repr in ted 
in V i c k e r s , op . c i t . , pp .209-210 . 
1 2 , C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s (1710) . Repr in ted in V i c k a r s , 
op , c i t . , p p . 263-65 . 
1 3 , V i c k e r s , op , c i t . ( V o l . I l l ) , p p . 4 0 - 6 9 . 
14, The Plays of Shakespeare (Vol.viii). Reprinted 
in Dr Johnson on Shakespeare, edited by W.K.Wimsatt, 
Penguin Shakespeare Liberary, (Harmondsworth, 1969) , 
pp. 138-141. 
1 5 , I b i d . , p . 141. 
1 6 , Repr in ted in V i c k e r s , op , c i t , (Vol,VI) , pp ,272 -80 , 
1 7 , I have made use of t h e Eng l i sh T r a n s l a t i o n of t h e 
e x t r a c t s from German c r i t i c s given in V o l , I I of 
F u r n e s s ' s New Variorum e d i t i o n of Hamlet, 
1 8 , Co le r idge on Shakespeare ; A S e l e c t i o n , e d i t e d and 
a r rangad by Terence Hawkes, Penguin Books 
(Harmondsworth,1959) • 
19 , Williain H a z l i t t , Cha rac t e r s of Shakespea re ' s Plays 
(London, 1817) • E x t r a c t s r e p r i n t e d in Furness (ed.) , 
Hamlet, A New Variorum e d i t i o n , Vol .11 (New York, 1877) 
The t e x t used here i s t h e Dover Books r e p r i n t of 
t h e t e n t h impress ion (New York 1963) , p p , 155-57, 
2 0 , See the New Variorum Hamlet, V o l , I I , pp ,187 -90 . 
2 1 , See Brian Vickers ( e d . ) , " I n t r o luc t ion" , Shakespeare-. 
The C r i t i c a l H e r i t a g e : 1623-1692, (London,1974) , p , 7 . 
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22, Prom the Dadication in Ta te ' s adaptat ion of 
Lear . Uuoted from the ex t rac t s in Brian Vickars (ed.) , 
op. c i t . , p ,345 . 
2 3 . F i r s t published in The Reflector (1811) , Raprintad 
in D. Nicol Smith, o p . c i t . , pp.190-212. 
24. William H a z l i t t , Characters of Shakespeare's Flays (1817) , 
The reference here i s t o the se lec t ion in D.Nichol -imith's 
anthology, pp . 292-9 4, 
25 . A.W.Schlagel, Lectures on Dramatic Art (1808) . 
Translated by J.Black (1815) • The reference here 
is t o th^ se l ec t ion in the New Variorum ed i t ion of 
King Lear (1880), p .450. 
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CHAPTSR THREE 
BRADLEY'S CRITICISM OP HAMLET 
The appraisa l of Bradley's c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet , 
t o be undertaken in the present chapter , i s based on 
the assumption, as s t a t ed e a r l i e r , tha t Bradley's approach 
t o the play i s e s s e n t i a l l y dramatic and philosophical 
r a t h e r than psychological or pure cha rac te r -o r i en ted . The 
diP€erence between the two kinds of approaches may here 
be b r i e f l y s t a t e d . I t may a t once be c l a r i f i e d tha t the 
term "philosophical" i s not used here in a narrow, 
t echn ica l sense . L i t e r a tu re or a r t may sometimes be 
spoken of aS containing a "philosophy of l i f e " . Used thus 
"philosophy" re fers t o the a r t i s t ' s pecul iar apprehension 
of l i f e , a poet ic or a r t i s t i c concern with ideas or , t o 
use a b e t t e r phrase , the v is ion of l i f e mediated through 
a r t i s t i c means. I t was perhaps in t h i s sense t ha t Coleridge 
used the ternn "philosopher" when he remarked tha t "No man 
was ever yet a great poet , without being at the same time 
a profound phi losopher" . I t i s in t h i s sense t ha t we 
sometimes speak of Wordsworth's "philosophy of Nature" 
or of Browning's opt imis t ic philosophy. In the narrow, 
technica l sense there cannot be any "philosophy" in a r t , 
Shakespeare being the grea tes t English poet and dramatist 
people general ly expect him t o have a meaningful vision 
of l i f e . This is perhaps what Coleridge hinted at when 
he said tha t in Shakespearian drama i n t e l l e c t u a l energy 
and c rea t ive power were per fec t ly reconci led . What he meant 
by i n t e l l e c t u a l energy was the poe t ' s a b i l i t y t o bring 
about an ordering of exper ience . I t i s t h i s i n t e l l e c t u a l 
ordering of experience which may be ca l led as Shakespeare's 
"philosophy of l i f e " . 
The c r i t i c who t r i e s t o disengage and i so la t e the 
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a r t i s t ' s ordering of experience may therefore be sa id t o 
have a "philosophical" approach t o a work of a r t . Since 
Bradley 's study of the four major t ragedies has been made 
from the point of view of a s ingle exper ien t ia l scheme, 
Bradley may be said t o have adopted as "philosophical* 
approach. 
The term "dramatic and "psychological" are here 
used as opposed t o , and con t r ad ic t ing , each o ther , Tl^y 
are not necessar i ly so opposed. The term "dramatic" as 
used t o suggest tha t the playwright ' s concern with 
charac te r s i s subservient t o the t o t a l a r t i s t i c design 
of the p lay . A purely "psychological" approach t o character 
suggests t h a t the p lay-wr ight ' s concern with character i s 
for i t s own sake• He is in te res ted merely in h i s attempt 
t o understand the deeper motivation and psychological 
make-up of the main or other c h a r a c t e r s . In a s i t u a t i o n 
l ike t h i s the play becomes a kind of biography of the 
dramatis personae. In a pure form, the play would be a 
dramatic f a i l u r e , 
A c r i t i c may be said t o be a purely psychological 
c r i t i c when he approaches the dramatis personae as i f 
they had t h e i r r ea l l i ves outside the pl^y and independent 
of the t o t a l dramatic design. The c r i t i c with a dramatic 
approach, on the other hand, t r e a t s characters as having 
no independent l i v e s . The characters are approached as 
p a r t of the t o t a l dramatic design. In the case of a tragedy, 
only tha t much of the "character" of the dramatis personae 
is invented as i s enough t o evoke the necessary t rag ic 
emotions. Sc»ne of the dramatis personae may not have a 
"character" a t a l l . Bassanio, in The Merchant of Venice, 
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for example, dees not have a "character" in the same 
way as ShylocTc. To write a character-sketch of Bassanio 
would make a c r i t i c undramatic in his approach. To be 
concerned with Hamlet's character as if he were a person 
in r ea l l i f e , t o give another example, would make the 
c r i t i c ' s approach purely psychological-biographical and 
he nee u nd r am at ic • 
Our contention in what follows is that Bradl2y's 
c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet (as of the other t ragedies) i s not 
"psychological" in the pejora t ive sense . No doubt there 
i s a good deal of psychological analysis of Hamlet's s t a t e 
of mind bu t , as we sha l l s ee , t h i s analysis i s kept within 
the bounds of Bradley 's conception of the over-a l l dramatic 
des ign . Moreover, Bradley approaches Shakespearian tragedy 
in terms of i t s phi losophical ly apprehended exper ian t ia l 
p a t t e r n . Hence, his c r i t i c i sm may be regarded as philosophical 
in a general sense , 
Bradley makes the point per fec t ly c l ea r in the 
Prefaces "The point of view taken in these l ec tu res i s 
explained in the In t roduct ion , I should, of course, wish 
them t o be read in t h e i r order and a knowledge of the 
f i r s t two Lectures i s assurred in the remainder" (3T,p.vii) . 
In the Introduction Bradley says: "In these l ec tu re s 
I propose t o consider the four p r inc ipa l t ragedies of 
Shakespeare from a s ingle point of view" (p. l) , The above 
statements make i t ca tegor ica l ly c l ea r tha t what he says 
about the substance and construct ion of Shakespearian 
tragedy in the f i r s t two l ec tu re s is an e s s e n t i a l par t of 
the discussion of p a r t i c u l a r p l a y s . The substance of the 
f i r s t l e c t u r e s , so t o say, is the subs t i tem of the 
6?. 
l e c tu r e s on individual p l a y s . The two cannot be approachad 
in i s o l a t i o n from each o ther . There i s no doubt tha t in 
the Preface Bradley does say tha t the reader could, i f 
he so wished, ignore the f i r s t two chapters and begin the 
book a t page 89, t ha t i s , with the discussion of Hamlet. 
This concession, i t appears , has bean made for the 
convenience of the reader without suggesting that the 
general discussion of Shakespearian tragedy in the f i r s t 
chapter was d l spens ib l e . Probably Bradley was confident 
t h a t the analysis of individual plays in the remaining 
l e c t u r e s would In i t s e l f guide the reader unobtrusively 
towards the conclusions l^ himself had arr ived a f te r years 
of study and thought . What we intend doing in the 
following sect ions of t h i s chapter i s t o prove tha t his 
confidence was not misplaced. 
That Bradley's approach to Shakespearian tragedy is 
e x p e r i e n t i a l ra ther than merely formal, as in the 
neo-c lass ica l age, i s borne out by the fact t h a t h is 
d iscuss ion of Hamle^ is preceded by h i s ccxnmants on 
Shakespeare's t r ag i c per iod . The concept of Shakespeare's 
development through a number of periods was evolved during 
the Victor ian a ^ and was made popular by Dowden in his 
book on Shakespeare, This concept was developed as a resul t 
of the s tud ies in the chronology of Shakespeare's works. 
The romantic c r i t i c s had no or l i t t l e idea of Shakespeare's 
chronology,Coleridge thought The Winter 's Tale as an ear ly 
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cottedy and Ty/elfth Night as among the l a s t plays of 
Shakespeare, I t was only in the second half of the 
nineteenth century th^ t su f f i c i en t in t e rna l and external 
evidence was gathered t o enable c r i t i c s t o develop a 
reasonable chronology. Dowden used t h i s chronology in 
order t o form a p ic ture of the development of Shakespeare's 
mind in exper i en t i a l te rms. Bradley follows Dowden and 
others in regarding Shatespeare 's l a t e middle period as 
t r a q i c (1601-1608) • Bradley seems t o be echoing Dov/dan in 
the following words: 
The existence of t h i s d i s t i n c t t r ag ic p e r i o d . . . 
has na tura l ly helped t o suggest the idea tha t 
the "man" a l s o . , , was heavily burdened in s p i r i t ; 
t h a t Shakespeare turned to tragedy not merely for 
change, or because he f e l t i t t o be the grea tes t 
form of drama and f a i t himself aqual t o i t , but 
a l so because the world had come t o look dark and 
t e r r i b l e t o him; and even that the r a i l i n g s of 
Thers i tes and the maledictions of Tirron express 
h i s own contempt and hatred for mankind (ST,p.81). 
I n sp i t e of what Bradley says in the words quoted above, he 
ioes not wish t o apply the biographical approach t o the 
study of Shakespearian tragedy:"Discussion of t h i s large 
and d i f fe ren t s u b j e c t . . . is not necessary to the dramatic 
apprec ia t ion of any of Shakespeare's works" (p ,81) . Thus, 
Bradley is in te res ted only in the dramatic appreciat ion of 
Shakespeare 's t ragedies and not in t h e i r biographical 
s i g n i f i c a n c e . However, his approach s t i l l remains exper ien t ia l 
though the inner s ignif icance of the t r aged ies is not re la ted 
by him t o changes in Shakespeare's a t t i t u d e t o l i f e . This 
i s apparent from what he says above "ce r t a in s tages and 
changes which may be obsarved within the t r ag ic period" (p.81) , 
Since the discussion tha t follows seeks t o i so la te ce r ta in 
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fea tures of Hamlet and King Lear as t r a g e d i e s , i t may be 
found t o be re levant here a l s o , 
Bradley points out t ha t Hamlet along with Ju l iu s Caesar, 
belongs t o the end of Shakespeare's second period ra ther 
than t o his t r a g i c period proper . These two t r aged ie s , 
according t o Bradley, are c loser t o what Schlegel ca l led 
the t r a g e l i e s of r e f l e c t i o n . Both Brutus and Hamlet are 
" i n t e l l e c t u a l by nature and Beflective by habi t" (p,81) , 
King Lear and the other l a t e t ragedies a r e , on the other 
hand, t r aged ies of pass ion . The t r a g i c fa i lu re in Lear, 
Othe l lo , Macbeth, Antony and Coriolanus may be traced t o 
t h a i r passionate na tu res . Consequently, the l a t e r t r aged ies , 
including Lear are "wider and s tormier than the f i r s t two"(p,82) 
Another feature tha t d i s t inguishes Hamlet (and 
J u l i u s Caesar) frc«n King Lear and the other l a t e t ragedies 
is t ha t in the other e a r l i e r t ragedies moral ev i l i s not 
very pronounced:"In Hamlet, though we have a v i l l a i n , he 
i s a small one" (p ,82) , The murder of Hamlet's father l i e s 
outside the p lay . The moral e v i l in the l a t e t r aged ie s , on 
the other hand,"assumes shapes which inspire not mere 
sadness or repulsion but horror and dismay" (p.83) • The 
conclusion arr ived a t by Bradley from these differences 
is expressed in the following wordss" This prevalence of 
abnormal or appal l ing forms of e v i l , s ide by side with 
vehemant pass ion , i s another reason why the convulsion 
depicted in these t ragedies seems t o come from a deeper 
source , and t o be vas ter in e x t e n t , than the conf l i c t in 
the two e a r l i e r plays" (p.83) . 
Bradley notices an important feature of the l a s t two 
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t r aged i e s — Antony and Cleopatra and Corlolanus . . . which 
again shows tha t h i s approach t o Shakespearian drama i s 
phi losophical and expe r i en t i a l r a the r than m-arely formal. 
He notices the feel ing of r econc i l i a t i on a t the end of 
Antony and Cleopatra and Corlolanus. As we sha l l see in 
our next chapter , Bradley finds the same feeling t o be 
presen t at the end of King Lear a l s o . The feel ing of 
r econc i l i a t i on in these plays is present along with the 
other t r a g i c emotions, Corlolanus i s , according t o Bradley, 
c l o se r t o the l a s t p l a y s . The play marks "the t r a n s i t i o n 
t o hi3 l a t e s t works, in vrtiich the powers of repantance and 
forgiveness charm t o r e s t the tempest ra i sed by e r r o r and 
g u i l t " (p.85) . 
Not only in t r a g i c substance but in form and s t y l e , 
t o o , Hamlet is d i f f e ren t from King Lear and the other l a t e 
t r a g e d i e s , Ha|miet has what Bradley regards as "a l imited 
perfect ion" (p,85) , In the "ful lness of i t s eloquence", 
Hamlat i s c loser t o Ju l iu s Caesar than t o King Lear, 
" , . , A f t e r Hamlet t h i s music i s heared no more. I t i s followed 
by a music vas ter and deeper, but not the same" (p .87) . In 
King Lear and the other l a t e t ragedies " the more pervading 
e f f ec t of beauty gives place t o what may almost be ca l led 
explosions of sublimity and pathos" (p,88) • Bradley analyses 
the tvjo s t y l e s very accurate ly but he finds tha t the 
a i f ferences between them are not merely formal? . , ,The 
changes in form are in e n t i r e harmony with the inward 
changes" (p ,88)• Thus Bradley»s approach remains exper ien t ia l 
even in matters r e l a t i n g t o s t y l e and v e r s i f i c a t i o n . In a l l 
t h i s he remains a d i sc ip le of Coleridge who always ins is ted 
on the organic nature of Shakespearian drama. 
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In the following commentary on Bradley's c r i t i c i sm 
o^ Hamlet our main concern sha l l be t o h ighl ight the fact 
thnt Bradley's "s ingle point of view", h i s main approach 
t o the p lay , was phi losophical and dramatic or , in a word, 
t r a g i c . His analys is of scene and character was made in 
order t o reveal the p l ay ' s t r ag ic des ign. Apart from th i s 
main objec t ive , we a l so intend t o achieve ce r t a in 
subs id iary g o a l s . Shakespearian c r i t i c i s m , as was pointed 
out e a r l i e r , is a continuing debate in which f ina l solut ions 
may never be forthcoming. We can, however, conpare d i f ferent 
poin ts of view by pu t t ing them in a h i s t o r i c a l perspec t ive , 
We can a l so t ry to discover the factors t h a t condition a 
p a r t i c u l a r point of view. Shakespearian cr i t icam has always 
been rooted in contemporary climate of opinion. Why was i t 
t h a t most of the neo-c lass ica l c r i t i c s could not appreciate 
the t r a g i c suffer ing of I»ear in ae s the t i c terms. Why did 
they want a tragedy t o reveal the design of poe t ic j u s t i c s ? 
Why did the romantic c r i t i c s take so much in t e re s t in 
cha rac te r s ? Why did Bradley i n s i s t so much on the impression 
o£ t r a g i c waste made by Shakespeare's t r ag i c plays ? 
Did h is concept of t r a g i c waste come t o him from his 
post-Darz/inian i n t e l l e c t u a l background 7 By r a i s i ng such 
questions we can see the connection between Shakespeare 
c r i t i c i s m and i t s contemporaneous background. This aspect 
of Bradley 's c r i t i c i s m of a play l i ke Hamlet i s in te res t ing 
in i t s e l f and sha l l not be ignored in our commentary. At 
the same t ime, we sha l l a l so t ry t o r e l a t e Bradley's 
c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet (and, in t l ^ next chap te r , tha t of King Lear 
67 
t o the e a r l i e r and l a t e r c r i t i c i s m oE the p lay . The 
£ollowing commentary, the re fore , i s wr i t ten from more 
than a s ingle point of view. 
The s t a r t i n g point of Bradley's c r i t i q u e of Hamlet 
i s h is emphasis on the c e n t r a l i t y of the p ro tagon i s t ' s 
c h a r a c t e r . Bradley c l e a r l y s t a t e s t h a t the plot of the 
pl-^y would be regarded as extremely melodramatic and 
sensa t iona l if the hero had not possessed the character ha 
ac tua l ly i o e s . The p lo t simply narrated v/ould a t once 
r a i s e the question: "Why in the world did not Hamlet obey 
the Ghost a t once, and so save seven of those e igh t l ives ?" 
(p.89) . The p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s question being asked 
suggests that "the whole s tory turns upon the pecu l ia r 
charac ter of the hero" (p.89) . Shakespeare's main contr ibut ion 
t o the s t o ry , says Bradley, as i t was represented on the 
s tage e a r l i e r was the pecul ia r character of the hero . 
Shakespeare gives the impression of the cen t ra l i ty of the 
haro through a number of means. On the one hand, he does 
not include any character in the play who would share 
Hamlet 's cen t ra l r o l e . There i s no charac ter in the play of 
equal or near equal importance, no one l ike lago or Lady Macbetr 
There a r e , on the other hand, some characters in the play 
who serve as fo i l s t o Hamlet. These characters too serve t o 
emphasize the cen t ra l i t y of Hamlet. i<aerte3 and Portinbras 
do not draw our a t t en t i on t o themselves. ; they only point 
towards Hamlet. Even the cont ras t between Laertes and 
F o r t i n b r a s , on the one hand, and Hamlet, on the o ther , serves 
t o br ing the l a t t e r in to sharper r e l i e f . Keeping these 
fac tors in view, Bradley ccmments: 
Natural ly , then, the tragedy of Hamlet with Hamlet 
l e f t out has become the symbol o^ extreme absurdity> 
while the character i t s e l f has probably exerted a 
g rea te r fasc ina t ion , and c e r t a i n l y has been the 
subject of more d iscuss ion, than any other in the 
whole l i t e r a t u r e of the world (p.90) . 
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Bradley, however, concedes tha t " the v i r tue of the play 
by no means wholly depends on t h i s most subt le creat ion" (p.91) . 
The stage h i s to ry o£ the play reveals tha t the play was 
immensely popular even in the days when c r i t i c s had not 
r ea l i zed the superb sub t le ty of the character of the hero. 
Thus the popular i ty of the play does not en t i r e ly depend 
on the r e a l i z a t i o n of the a r t i s t r y tha t has gone into the 
ma'king of the he ro ' s cha rac t e r . Bradley now t races the 
h i s t o r y of such r e a l i z a t i o n . I t i s a subject with which 
we have par t ly dea l t in the preceding chapte r , Bradley 
shows how Hanner, (1736) was the f i r s t t o point out the 
fact of delay in the p lay . Dr Johnson followed him when he 
pointed out tha t Hamlet was throughout the play " ra ther an 
instrument than an agant" . Johnson, says Bradley, only 
noticed the fact but did not r ea l i ze i t s t rue s igni f icanoe . 
As a matter of f ac t , Johnson regarded i t as a defect ; * . , . I t 
does not occur t o him tha t t h i s pecul ia r circumstance can 
be anything but a defect in Shakespeare's management of 
the p lo t" (p.91) . I t was only with the beginning of romanticism 
tha t Henry Mackenzie, the author of The Man of Feellnq, 
r ea l i zed the t rue s ignif icance and cause of Hamlet's delay. 
He discovered the fact t h a t Hamlet's delay was rooted in 
h is character and t h a t the charac ter of Hamlet was the 
most remarkable thing in the p lay . 
As we have already seen in chapter two, the idea of 
the c e n t r a l i t y of Hamlet's character in the play had a l rea iy 
bean noticed by c r i t i c s since the end of the neo-class ical 
age . Bradley himself noticed the fact and connected i t with 
the beginning of romanticism in England, Bradley, however, 
did not t ry t o find out why Hamlet's mentali ty (his s t a t e 
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of mind ) became the centre of i n t e r e s t for c r i t i c s in 
the romantic per iod . We think tha t the phenorr^non i s 
connected with the growth of sub j ec t i v i t y in the romantic 
pe r iod . The romantic wr i t e r s of the ear ly mineteenth 
century 'vere great ly in te ras ted in the sub-conscious 
s t a t e s of the human mind. They were a lso in te res ted in 
the impect of suffer ing on mind and charac te r , Wordsworth 
deals with t h i s aspect of experience in some of his 
poems as well as in his p lay, The^^ ^o^,^?^^» Henry Mackenzie, 
who is generally regarded as precursor of rcwanticism, was 
a l so in te res ted in the subject ive s t a t e s of the human mind. 
I t was the re fore , not surpr i s ing for him and othjr c r i t i c s 
who followed him t o become aware of Hamlet's mentali ty and 
how i t a f fec t s h is behaviour. Since Bradley belonged to 
the romantic t r a d i t i o n in c r i t i c i s m i t was easy for him to 
see t h a t Hamlet's s t a t e of mind (his character) occupied 
a p ivo ta l pos i t ion in the p lay . 
Is Bradley's ins is tence on the c e n t r a l i t y of Hamlet's 
mental i ty a product of h i s i n t e r e s t in the psychology of 
the protagonis t ? Is ha a c r i t i c with an unusual i n t e re s t 
in charac te r ? Is he , as many people th ink , a character-chaser 
who regarded charac te r i za t ion as an end of i t s e l f 7 The 
an^v.-er t o a l l these questions is in the negat ive. Bradley 
i s not a mere charac ter - c r i t i c because for him 
cha rac t e r i za t i on in Shakespeare does not e x i s t for i t s 
own sake . Those who accuse him of an excessive in t e res t 
in charac ter do so because they ignore the fact tha t the 
f i r s t chapter where Bradley deals with the substance of 
Shakespearian tragedy is c ruc i a l l y re la ted t o h i s discussion 
of the individual p l a y s . As a matter of fac t , Bradley i s 
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i n t e re s t ed in the pa t t e rn of behaviour which leads the 
hero towards ca tas t rophe . The seeds of the t r ag ic end l i a 
hidden, according t o Bradley, in the character of the 
p ro t agon i s t . Bradley i i scerns t h i s pa t t e rn in the four 
t ragedies where Shakespeare's own imagination was t o t a l l y 
free and h i s a r t had acquired complete control over his 
medium. In these four great t ragedies Bradley found the 
same de ta rmin is t i c pa t t e rn in operat ion: Character —- wil l — 
ac t ion — ca tas t rophe . His analysis of character in Hamlat 
and the other t ragedies is intended t o reveal the e s sen t i a l 
t r a g i c pa t t e rn which l i e s embedded in them. Character - analysis 
i s not for i t a own sake; i t s aim is t o br ing t o l i g h t the 
underlying t r ag ic p a t t e r n . We may disagree with Bradley and 
contend tha t the t r a g i c pa t t e rn does not r ea l ly ex i s t or 
tha t thers is no s ingle t r ag i c pa t t e rn in a l l the four 
t r a g e d i e s . We may even say tha t Bradley's t r ag i c pa t te rn is 
not a discovery but an invention — t h a t Bradley has imposed 
a Vic tor ian e th i ca l scheme on t o Shakespeare, We may say 
a l l t h i s , but we cannot say that Bradley's charac te r - analysis 
i s in i so l a t ion from his philosophical - e t h i c a l approach, 
Bradley t r i e s t o be as objective in his analysis of facts in 
the t ex t of the plays as he can because he wants t o prove 
t h a t h is analysis is inductively arr ived at and not imposed 
fror ou t s ide . Bradley 's success depends on the object iv i ty 
and v a l i d i t y of h i s a n a l y s i s . The main question before us 
i s I how much of the tex t bears out Bradley's co/x:lustons ? 
We have t o find out which pa r t s of Hamlet's tex t or the 
p l a y ' s l i f e in the thea t re is i l luminated by Bradley 's 
commentary. However, we have no in tent ion to s i t in judgement 
on Bradley? our main concern is to show what Bradley i s 
at tempting t o do in h is Shakespearian Tragedy. 
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Keeping the above in mind, we find th^ t even those 
c r i t i c s who disagree with Bra'iley's approach agree with 
him in giving c e n t r a l i t y t o Hamlet's character and h i s 
s t a t e of mind. The cen t ra l fac t , moreover, of Hamlet's 
charac te r i s h is delay, and the theor ies of h is character 
are in ef fect the theor ies of h is de lay . Before coming, 
hov;ever, t o discuss the various typ ica l t h e o r i e s , Bradley 
wishes t o remove one misunderstanding, Bradley disagrees 
with th3 view t h a t Hamlet i s an u n i n t e l l i g i b l e character 
or an enigma. I t is sometimes suggested that in the 
charac te r of Hamlet Shakespeare wished t o represent a 
type of the mystery of l i f e . This according t o Bradley, 
i s mere confusion of mindi "The mysteriousness of l i f e 
i s one t h i n g , the psychological u n i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of 
a dramatic character is qui te another; and the second 
does not show the f i r s t , i t shows only the incapacity or 
fo l ly of the dramatist" (p,93) , The mystery does not l i e 
in the psychological u n i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of Hamlet's character 
but in the r e a l i z a t i o n tha t " s t rength and weakness should 
be so mingled in one sou l , and tha t t h i s soul should be 
doomed to such misery and apparent f a i lu re" (p,94) , The 
statement jus t quoted above brings t o l igh t the re la t ionsh ip 
between psychological ana lys i s , on the one hand, and the 
t r a g i c pa t t e rn of Hamlet, on the o the r . Bradley implias that 
Shakespeare 's charac te rs are amenable t o psychological 
analyr.is since one of Shakespeare's aims is t o represent 
human l i f e with a l l i t s dramatic v e r i s i m i l i t u d e , Shakespears, 
a t the same time,has a poet ic conception of human destiny 
and t h i s conception is t r a g i c . There i s no contradic t ion 
between the two. Ver is imi l i tude i s not the main objective 
but i t i s the e s s e n t i a l concomitant of the over -a l l t r ag ic 
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des ign . The degree of ve r i s imi l i tude in Shakespearian 
-3rama, as we sha l l see in the l a s t chapter , is the cent ra l 
questions at issue between Bradley and his opponents.So 
far as Shakespearian Tragedy is concerned, the fact 
cannot be denied that Bradley does i n s i s t on psycholociical 
consistency and Coherence of c h a r a c t e r s . Though within the 
ove r -a l l p a t t e r n . 
The =irs t theory tha t Bradley takes up is the one 
t h^ t suggests t h a t Hamlet's delay was caused by external 
d i f f i c u l t i e s and that i t was not symptomatic of any inhsrent 
qual i ty in his cha rac t e r . Apart from the fact th^t such 
a view would diminish the t r a g i c i n t ens i ty of the play, i t 
i s not borne out by the evidence in the t e x t . Bradley says 
t h a t "a theory l ike t h i s sounds very p laus ib le — so long 
as you do not rementoer the text" (p.95) . Bradley's rel iance 
on, and acquaintance with, the tex t i s r ea l ly remarkable. 
He gives the following evidence from the text t o prove 
tha t the above theory is not co r r ec t i 
1. There is absolutely no reference in the text t o any 
ex te rna l d i f f i c u l t y . 
2 . Hamlet always assumes th^t he can obey the Ghost 's 
in junc t ion . That Hamlet himself i s aware of the fact th^t 
there i s no externa l d i f f i c u l t y i s c l e a r frcw IV.iv.45: 
"S i th I have cause and wi l l and s t rength and means t o d o ' t " . 
3 . Lae r t e s ' r ebe l l ion i s intended t o show that Hamlet 
could have done the same much more eas i ly since the common 
people loved him, 
4 . The play-scene was arranged by Hamlet not t o convince 
the court about Claudius ' g u i l t . He did i t in order t o 
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convince himself tha t ths king was r ea l l y g u i l t y . 
5 . Hamlet never says tha t he wants t o bring the king tc 
publ ic ju s t i ce as the upholders of the theory b e l i e v e . 
His des i re was for pr iva te revenge. 
Bradley r e j ec t s the theory of ex terna l d i f f i cu l ty 
though he concedes tha t in thinking too prec ise ly on the 
event Hamlet might have been considering the p o s s i b i l i t y 
of leaving a wounded name behind. This p o s s i b i l i t y he wants 
t o avoid . 
I t may be worthwhile here t o pause a l i t t l e and 
examine b r i e f l y Bradley's c r i t i c a l procedure and s t y l e . 
Sastman in h is chapter on Bradley in his History of 
Shakespeare Cr i t i c i sm draws a t t en t ion t o Bradley 's 
l og ica l and ana ly t i c a l method though, according t o him, 
t h i s method i s combined with imaginative warmth and 
v i s i o n , -astman r igh t ly points out :"No work since has so 
pe r fec t ly combined the enthusiasm and vis ion of the 
romantics with the common sense and exactness of the 
s c i e n t i f i c method, has so perfec t ly fused wide philosophic 
outlook with grasp of d e t a i l , and syn the t ic power with 
a n a l y t i c " . This combination of imaginative v is ion and 
cool r a t iona l analys is become apparent by the time the 
reader comes t o the end of the l ec tu res on Hamlet. E a r l i e r , 
however, the feel ing t h a t Bradley 's analysis i s not doing 
j u s t i c e t o the imaginative qual i ty of the play i s quite 
s t r o n g . The discussion of the various theor ies of Hamlet's 
delay is thus car r ied on in a log ica l manner which seems 
t o Iqnore the fact tha t the subject under discussion i s 
a qreat work of pce t ic and dramatic a r t , Wa may a l so get 
the impression tha t Bradley is dealing with a psychological 
novel ra ther than a specimen of poet ic draina. Such 
impressions, however, are not t r u e . Bradley i s as keenly 
aware of the imaginative qual i ty of the plays as any 
other c r i t i c . His apprecia t ion of Hamlet and the other 
t ragedies is arr ived at i n t u i t i v e l y and imaginatively and 
not through mere prosaic and logica l a n a l y s i s . We sha l l 
r e t u r n t o the subject towards the close of the present 
chap te r . The aim here was only t o point out a t the 
outset thgt Bradley's method and c r i t i c a l procedure 
in the discussion of the theor ies of Hamlet's delay are 
much more complex than what they appear t o b e . 
The next theory Bradley d i scusses , and r e j e c t s , i s 
the one r e l a t i n g t o conscientious scruples against revenge. 
There are two forms tha t the theory has taken. On the one 
hand, i t is suggested tha t Hamlet delays because of 
conscious s c r u p l e s , . .There is no evidence in the text t o 
support the theory in t h i s form except a passing suggestion 
a t V . i i , 6 3 . The passage is the only one in the play where 
Hamlet gives expression t o doubts about the correc tness of 
revenge, Bradley, however, r e j ec t s the theory for the 
following reasons: 
(i) Hamlet always assumes that be ought t o take revenge, 
( i i ) He never refers t o moral scruples as the cause of 
his de lay , 
( l i i ) The passage at V . l i . 6 3 (3T,p,98) ce r t a in ly expresses 
Hamlet 's des i re t o j u s t i f y revenge. However, Hojratio's 
reply shows tha t Hamlet needed no j u s t i f i c a t i o n . Moreover, 
the passage occurs vary l a t e in the p lay . Had Shakespeare 
intended t o show moral scruples at the cause of Hamlet's 
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de lay , ha would have given indica t ion t o t h i s effect at 
an e a r l i e r s t a g e . 
(iv) The Ghost, exhort ing Hamlet t o take revenge, has 
been presented sympathet ical ly . 
Bradley has , so i t appears, r a t h e r simplif ied the 
problem of revenge in the p lay . For one th ing , he does 
not take the t r a d i t i o n of Elizabethan revenge drama in to 
account . Secondly, he has dismissed the theory of 
unconscious scruples r a the r too summarily. He has ignored 
the fact tha t somehow the e th ics of revenge occupied a 
place of cen t ra l importancse in the p l ay . Bernard Shaw, for 
example, saw the question at issue in Hamlet c l e a r l y . He 
remarked: "Born in to the v indic t ive morality of Mosas 
Haml2t has evolved in to the c h r i s t i a n perception of the 
f u t i l i t y and wickedness of revenge and punishment, founded 
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on the simple fact t h a t two blacks do not make a whi te" . 
The c e n t r a l i t y of the theme of revenge in Hamlet has been 
brought t o l i g h t by scholars and c r i t i c , iileanor Prosser, 
for example had studied in d e t a i l not only the theme of 
revenge in i^lizabethan drama but a l so the a t t i t u d e to 
revenge in the wri t ings of Sl izabethan and Jacobsan 
m o r a l i s t s . She has shown tha t Tudor moral is ts and preachars 
never t i r e d of condemning revenge. The dramatists were in 
e n t i r e agreement with mora l i s t s . The t r a d i t i o n a l code of 
honour, no doubt, enjoined revenge but the preachers and 
the dramat is ts were grea t ly inspired by the Chris t ian s t r e s s 
on forgiveness. Miss Prosser has shown how dramatist a f t e r 
dramatis t brought t o l i g h t the ev i l consequences of personal 
vengeance. The sub t l e r among the dramatis ts shewed how 
revenga ieganerates the revenger. Thus, in her study of 
Hamlet, she shows tha t the morality of revenge i s kept in 
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sharp focus by Shakespeare. Bradley, on the other hand, 
takes i t for granted tha t Hamlet i s rrorally — bound t o 
take revenge. We are not suggesting t h a t Bradley i s 
wrong where a scholar l ike Eleanor Prosser i s r i gh t . 
I3evertheless, there i s no doubt t h i t Bradley ignores 
Shakespeare 's concern with the morality of revenge, 
Bradley now takes the sentimental theory of Hamlet's 
c h a r a c t e r . In e r r a c t ^ h i s theory suggests t h i t Hamlet 
delayed because he was a weakling. The theory was f i r s t 
propounded by Goethe who used the following words for 
Hamlat: "a lovely , pure and most moral nature , without the 
s t rength of nerve which forms a hero, sinks beneath a 
burden which i t cannot bear and must not cas t ^way* . 
Bradley r i g h t l y condemns t h i s view of Hamlet's 
cha rac t e r . According t o him, there i s nothing in the tex t 
t o support such a view. Bradley, on the other hand, high-
l i g h t s Hamlet's manliness, harshness , b r u t a l i t y and 
cynicism. Hamlet's treatment of Ophelia, his k i l l i n g of 
Polonius , Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, h i s fight with the 
p i r a t e s and with Laer tes in the grave, h i s harsh words t o 
h i s mother, h i s pa r t i c i pa t i on in the fencing - Match — a l l 
go t o show tha t Hamlet was not a sentimental weakling. 
The l a s t theory tha t Bradley discusses is the one 
propounded by Coleridge and Schlegel . According t o them, 
Hamlet's delay i s caused by the excessively r e f l ec t ive 
habi t of h i s mind. Breadley quotes Schlegel who says: "Hamlet 
is a hypocrite towards himself; h i s far-fetched scruples 
are often mere p re t ex t s t o cover h i s want of determination. 
He has no firm be l ie f in himself or in anything e l s e * . 
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Bradley suggests tha t Dowdan's addi t ion t o t h i s theory 
Is worthy of cons idera t ion . Dowden had bean in general 
agreement with Coleridge ... Schlegel theory but he had 
a l so s t r essed the emotional s ide of Hamlet's na ture . Thus 
Bradley found the Coleridge —Schlegel theory as 
supplemented by Dowden t o be the c loses t t o Shakespeare's 
t e x t . Nevertheless , he r e j ec t s i t for the following 
reasons: 
(i) Bradley thinks t h a t the theory i s c loser t o Coleridge 's 
own persona l i ty than t o Shakespeare's Hamlet. In Col2ridga, 
enormous i n t e l l e c u t a l force was combined by an un i s jn i 
weakness of w i l l . This , however, i s not t rue of Shakespeare's 
Hamlet. Under normal circumstances, Hamlet would have been 
an eminently successful man. However, in the circumstances 
in which we find him, his exceptional g i f t s beconKs detrimental 
and lead him towards the ca tas t rophe , 
( i i ) Reflectiveness was not the cause of Hamlet's 
i r r e s o l u t i o n though i t c e r t a in ly added t o i t s harmful e f f ec t . 
The re jec t ion of the Coleridge — Schlegel theory leads 
3 r a ' l e y on t o discuss h i s own view of Hamlet's cha rac te r . 
He begins in the t r a d i t i o n a l manner by i so l a t ing the 
prominent features of Hamlet's cha rac t e r . The procedure may 
be ana ly t ic but Bradley's evaluat ion of the character of 
Hamlat i s u l t imately imaginative and i n t u i t i v e . 
The impression that Hamlet, according t o Bradley, 
mak2s on us is not only t ha t of a man of thought but a lso 
tha t of a man of a c t i o n . He is loved by the p3ople and , 
says Bradley, "the paople do not love phi losophers" , 
Bradley gives many examples of Hamlet's act ive na ture . 
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Though associated with the un ivers i ty of Wittenberg, he 
i s not a r e c l u s e . Thus the cause of Hamlet's delay does 
not l i e in h i s supposedly r e f l ec t ive nature but elsewhere; 
the seeds o£ danger are to be ?ound in Hamlet's melancholic 
temperament. 
Bradley, of course , does not use the world 'melancholic ' 
in i t s modern sense . He uses i t in i t s Elizabethan convotation. 
Bradley is su f f i c i en t ly h i s t o r i c a l in h i s approach and 
c l ea r ly defines the Elizabethan conception of the melancholic 
temperament. Thus the main symptom of melancholy, according 
t o him, is a c e r t a i n nervous i n s t a b i l i t y character ised by 
rapid changes of feel ing and mood, Bradley refers t o 
Don John, Jaques and Antonio as examplers of melancholy. 
Hamlet's melancholy, however, is d i f fe ren t from t h e i r s . 
Shakespeare, a-'cording t o Bradley, "gives t o Hamlet a 
temr^erament which would not develop in to melancholy unless 
uniar some exceptional s t r a i n , but which s t i l l involved a 
danner. In the play we see a ianqer r e a l i z ed , and find a 
melancholy quite unlike any that Shakespeare had as yet 
i ep ic ted , because the temperament of Hamlet in quite different" 
(p.110) . 
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The next source of danger lay in Hamlet's moral 
s e n s i b i l i t y . The danger i s t h^ t any great shock that l i f e 
might i n f l i c t on i t would be f a i t with extreme i n t e n s i t y . 
I t can lead t o t ragedy. 
In some exce l l en t paragraphs Bradley del ineates Hamlet's 
rroral s e n s i b i l i t y (pp. 110-13) • A great i d e a l i s t , Hamlet has 
unbounded love for humanity and na tu re . The exact counterpart 
of h i s love i s h i s ha t red for e v i l . He hates h is unc le ' s 
drunkenness, h i s r o t h e r ' s sensua l i ty and has a passionate 
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aversion t o falsehood and p ra ten t iousness . Valuable in 
themselves, these q u a l i t i e s can prove t o ba t r a g i c in 
Haml i t ' s specia l circumstances. 
Another aspect of Hamlat's character highlighted 
by Bradley is h is remarkable i n t e l l e c t u a l genius. He has 
an unusual quickness of percept ion, great a g i l i t y of mind 
and remarkable i n t e l l e c t u a l resourcefulness . All t h i s , 
however, i s not a hindrance t o a l i f e of act ion — as 
Coleridge and Schlegel sug(^3ted, A speculat ive bent of 
mind does not necessar i ly lead t o i r r e s o l u t i o n . Under 
d i f f e ren t and normal circumstances Hamlet can be imaqined 
as ac t ing with firmness and r e s o l u t i o n . In the s i t u a t i o n , 
ho-z/evar, in which Hamlet finds himself these speculative 
g i f t s prove detr imental and lead him towards the catastrophe, 
Having described what Bradley regards as the permansr;^ 
t r a i t s of Hamlet's charac te r , he comes t o discuss the moral 
shock which paralyses Hamlet's wi l l and incapaci ta tes him 
For meaningful a c t i o n . Bradley now gives an analysis of 
Hamlet 's s t a t e of mind in the beginning of the p lay . He 
draws a t t en t i on t o the so l i loquy , "Oh, that t h i s too too 
so l id f l e s h . . . " where Hamlet expresses h is intense loathing 
ol! l i f e . What has occasioned t h i s u t t e r disgust ? I t is 
ne i ther the death of h i s father nor the loss of the crown. 
The disgust has been caused by the knowledge of h i s mother's 
t rue na tu re . This moral shock is of the ulmost importance 
in an un'ierstanding of Hamlet's t ragedy. I t would have be^n 
l e s s severe in the case of a man with a blunter moral 
s e n s i b i l i t y . In Hamlet 's case , however, h is very g i f t s 
become his enemies. To cap i t a l l , there comes the Ghiost's 
r eve l a t i on about adul tery and murder. The numbing and 
para lys ing ef fec t of these experiences unhings Hamlet's 
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moral s e n s i b i l i t y , Iniuces h i s aorrnent melancholy =ind i s the 
rea l oause o£ Hamlet's de lay . 
In the l a s t sec t ion of h i s Hirst lectiure on Hamlet, 
Bradley discusses Hamlet's melancholy in some d e t a i l before 
summing up his the t r a g i c aspect of the p l ay . 
Melancholy is not a pathalogical s t a t e and may not be 
regarded as a disease so far as Hamlet i s concerned. Anticipat ing 
t o some extent the h i s t o r i c a l — minded s tudies of Shakespeare's 
t ragedies by Lily B« Campbell, Bradley remarks: " I t would be 
absurdly unjust t o c a l l Hamlet a study of melancholy, but i t 
contains such a study" (p.21) . Referring t o the nineteenth 
century c r i t i c a l theme of Hamlet's madness, Bradley suggests 
t ha t the insani ty i s only a pretence since Hamlet does not 
behave l i k e a mad man whenever he i s alone or in the company 
of Hora t io , This pre tence , however, comes very close t o the 
r ea l t h i n g . 
Melancholy, according t o Bradley, explains many £acts 
of Hamlet's behaviour. F i r s t of a l l , i t provides us with the 
r e a l reason for Hamlet's inac t ion . There are no doubt, other 
r e t a rd ing motives in Hamlet's case but they "acquire an 
unnatural s t rength t^cause they have an a l l y in something far 
s t ronger than themselves the melancholic disguest and apathy" 
(pp. 122-23) • Hamlet's doubts and h e s i t a t i o n s are not an 
ind ica t ion of h is i n t e l l e c t u a l i t y " but ot iose thinking hardly 
deserving the name of thought . They are unconscious pre texts 
inaction" (p.123) . 
Scsne other aspects of Hamlet's behaviour explained, 
according t o Bradley, by Hamlet's melancholy are as follows: 
(i) The sudden changes between enerce t ic act ion and lass i tude 
on Hamlet's par t are explained by the naar-pathological 
condi t ion o£ melancholy, 
( i i ) f^lancholy accounts for the evident ly keen s a t i s f ac t i on 
t h a t some of his ac t ion give t o Hamlet. His behaviour during 
the play-scene and the voyage t o Sngland are act ions of a man 
who has a momentary r e sp i t e from his melancholic d i sgus t . 
( i i i ) This theory a l so explains Hamlet's sudden outbursts of 
pleasure a t the s ight of old fr iends and acquaintances. 
(iv) I t i s only with the help of t h i s theory that we can 
explain c e r t a i n unpleasant aspects of Hamlet's behaviour —his 
savage i r r i t a b i l i t y , h is cal lousness and h i s i n s e n s i b i l i t y t o 
the fate of those whom he desp i ses , 
(v) His burs t s of hys te r i ca l passion can a l so be understood 
in the l i g h t of t h i s theory . 
(vi) Most important of a l l , the pos tu la te about melancholy 
a l so explains why he f a i l s t o understand the rea l reason of 
h i s own de lay . The questions Hamlet asks himself are "the 
questions of a man st imulated for the moment t o shake off the 
wei'^ht of his melancholy, and, because for the mcanent he i s 
free from i t , unable to understand the paralysing pressure 
which i t exe r t s a t other times" (p.127) . 
A preJul iced reader coming t o t h i s par t of Bradley's 
l ec tu re would imrrediately seize upon the word "psychological" 
used here (p,127) about the above explanation of Hamlet's 
c h a r a c t e r . Bradley says: I have dwelt thus a t length on Hamlet's 
rrelancholy because, frc«n the psychological point of view, i t 
i s the centre of the t r a g e d y . , , " (p.l27) , The prejudiced 
reader would at once brand Bradley as a psychological c r i t i c , 
= orget t inq tha t in the very next sentence Bradley sayS; "The 
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psychological point of view is not equivalent t o the t r a g i d 
The psychological , or r a the r pathological s t a t e of 
melancholy in Hamlet exc i tes our i n t e r e s t only because ha 
happans t o be gif ted with a speculat ive genius . Bradley 
acutely remarlcs tha t i t i s the connection between Hamlet's 
melancholy and his speculat ive g i f t s "which gives to his 
s to ry i t s pecul ia r fascinat ion and makes i t appea r , , , a s the 
symbol of a t r a g i c mystery inherent in human nature" (p, 127) , 
I t is the imaginative, psychological and poet ic aspect of 
the s to ry of Hamlet's fa i lure tha t has here been highlighted 
by Bradley, i t now appears tha t the psychological explanation 
is not Bradley 's objec t ive; i t i s only the means by which 
the t r a q i c pa t t e rn is revealed . We may quote Bradley's 
memorable words on the ult imate s ignif icance of Hamlet: 
Whenever t h i s mystery tajches us,whenever we are 
forced to feel the wonder and awe of man's 
godl ilce 'apprehension' and h i s ' thoughts t h a t 
Wander through e t e r n i t y ' , and a t the same t ine 
are forced t o see him powerless ( i t would appear) 
from the very d iv in i t y of h is thought, we remember 
Hamlet (p.127) . 
I l l 
In the beginning of h i s second l e c t u r e , Bradley 
proposes t o review the course of the ac t ion in the play 
t o show th:it h i s theory of Hamlet's character can e j ^ l a in 
most of the facts in the p lay . There i s not much of 
outstanding s ignif icance in t h i s par t of h i s l ec ture since 
Bradley 's commentary on the play i s in keeping with his 
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conception of Hamlet's cha rac t e r . He does not, for 
example, give much importance t o Hamlet's doubts about 
the Ghost expressed in the sol i loquy beginning with the 
words, " 0 what a rogue and peasant slave am I . . . " 
Bradley regards the doubt as se l f -decept ion on h is p a r t . 
I t i s incons is ten t with the e a r l i e r d r i f t of the sol i loquy. 
Bradley comments: "Bvidently, t h i s sudden doubt, of which 
there has not been the s l i g h t e s t t race before , i s no 
genuine doubt; i t is an unconscious f i c t i o n , an axcuse 
for h i s delay — and for i t s continuance" (p.131) • Many 
readers now would give much more importancs t oHamia t ' s 
doubt of the Ghost since h i s t o r i c a l research in the present 
century has grea t ly increased our knowledge about 
Elizabethan pneumatological conceptions. We know tha t the 
majority of the Pro tes tan t audiences in Shakespeare's day 
would have grea t ly shared Hamlet's doubts about a Ghost 
supposed t o have come frcm the Purgatory. Jus t as in the 
case of the theme of revenge, here too we find Bradley t o 
be a l i t t l e less than adequately in te res ted in the h i s t o r i c a l 
background of the p lay . 
Bradley thinks tha t the sparing of the king in the 
Prayer —scene i s the turning-point in the play and the 
cause of the deaths of s i x other persons besides Hamlet 
himself. The excuse tha t Hamlet offers t o himself for sparing 
the king i s , according t o Bradley, another example of his 
s e l f -decep t ion . Nfelancholy has paralysed him and though 
he says , "Now might I do i t " , he has , according t o Bradley, 
no e f fec t ive des i re t o do i t . Bradley c o n t i n u e s , " . , . i n the 
l i t t l e sentences t ha t follow, and the long pauses betwean 
them, the endeavour a t a r e so lu t ion , and the sickening return 
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of melancholic p a r a l y s i s , however d i f f i c u l t a task they 
s e t t o the ac to r , are p la in enought t o a reader" (p.135). 
Apart from those who take a dim view of Hamlat's 
cha rac t e r , the great majority of c r i t i c s agree with 
Bradley th=it the rea l reason of Hamlet 's delay i s 
unconscious and d i f f e ren t from the one s t a t ed by him. 
However, such an in t e rp re t a t ion is too subt le for the 
s t a g e , and Bradley himself has recognised the f a c t . 
Bradley has t o t a l l y ignored the fact tha t the hear t o£ 
fche scene l i e s in i t s profound irony. Hamlet spares the 
king because he thinks tha t the l a t t e r , now in a mood of 
repentance would go t o Heaven if k i l l e d . As a matter of 
f a c t , hoivever, the king is unable t o pray because he s t i l l 
enjoys the i l l - g o t t e n f ru i t s of h i s cr ime. The l i f e of 
the scene is in t h i s de l ibe ra t e ly contrived i ron ica l 
s i t u a t i o n , and t h i s i s t o t a l l y ignored by Bradley, 
Bradley i n t e r p r e t s the k i l l i n g of Polonius in the 
l i g b t of h is melancholy theory. Hamlat i s capable of action 
in a s t a t e of excitement l ike any other p3rson suffering 
fron melancholy. He k i l l s Polonius under the mistaken 
assumption that the king i s hiding behind the arras.Bradl^y 
acutely notes the fact t ha t while k i l l i n g the king in the 
Prayer- scene would not have e l i c i t e d tbe audience sympathy, 
the k i l l i n g of Claudius, had Claudius been hiding in the 
Queen's c l o s e t , would have received fu l l measure of 
sympathy from the s p e c t a t o r s . 
The l a s t important par t of Bradley's commentary 
concerns the change in Hamlet a f t e r h i s re turn from the 
Voyage t o England, Hamlet now reveals a ce r t a in consciousness 
of power due, perhaps, t o his success " in counter-mining 
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Claudius and blowing the cou r t i e r s t o the moon" (p.143) . 
Another change t h a t x-ie notice in H ami a t i s t h a t nowhere 
in the play now does he express h is former lo thing of 
l i f e and v/orld-waariness. Bradley notices tha t there is 
no sol i loquy in the f if th Act. Shakespeare, perhaps, 
"means t o show in the Hamlet of the Fif th Act a s l i gh t 
th inning of the dark cloud of melancholy, and means us t o 
fael i t t r ag i c that t h i s change comes too l a t e " (p . 144) . 
The l a s t change tha t Bradley notices in Hamlat concerns 
h i s growing fa i th in Provi iance, "There i s a d iv in i ty that 
shaps our ands" says Hamlet, i^ar l ier , t oo , there was an 
inkl ing of the working of the Providence in human affa i r—at 
the death of Polonius and perhaps at Hamlet's farewell to 
the k ing . The premonition of danger about the fencing—match 
is brushed aside by Hamlet with the words:" We defy angry: 
there i s specia l providence in the f a l l of a sparrow,. . the 
readiness i s a l l " . The impression made by these changes 
in Hamlet, however,is one of re l ig ious res ignat ion ra tha r 
than of an act ive fa i th in Providence.This re l ig ious 
res igna t ion comes from a kind of fa ta l ism," a kind of sad 
or ind i f fe ren t self-abandonment" (p.145) • 
Highly perceptive as Bradley is in h i s remarks 
about the changes in Hamlet# there i s , however, one l i t t l e 
point t ha t needs some a t t e n t i o n . The note of re l ig ious 
res igna t ion is sounded in the second scene of the Fifth Act? 
the passage about the defiance of angry and readiness 
being a l l occurs in V . i i and not in the beginning of V . l . 
I t means tha t the c l ea r e s t ind ica t ion of the change occurs 
in the very l a s t scene of the p lay , j u s t before the 
fencing-mgtch and the end of the t ragedy. The f i r s t scene 
of the Fifth Act i s the Grave-yard scene in which Hamlet 
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reveals t h i s intense awareness of dea th . Now, the 
nihi l i sm ("Nothing matters") which Bradley a t t r i b u t e s 
t o the Hamlet of the e n t i r e Fif th Act i s more true of 
Hamlet in V . i . The Hamlet of the l a s t scone shows an 
a t t i t u d e of mind tha t is c loser t o acouiessence than 
n i h i l i s m . 
Apart from his conrwantary on the act ion of the play, 
Bradley devotes a small sec t ion of h i s second lec tu re 
t o a considerat ion of some m.inor features of Hamlet's 
cha rac t e r , p a r t i c u l a r l y those r e l a t i n g t o h is manner of 
speech. Bradley was probably the f i r s t c r i t i c to note 
t h a t Hamlet possessed a habi t of repeating words. The 
p r ac t i c e i s quite common so far as comic charac ters are 
concerned but among ser ious characters Hamlet i s the only 
one in Shalcespeare's plays t o repeat words even when he 
i s not a g i t a t e d . I t may be pointed out t h a t Bradley only 
notes the t r a i t ; he does not t r y t o discover any kind of 
p o e t i c , rh i losophica l or dramatic s ignif icance in i t . 
Hov/ever, Bradley does find some kind of r e l a t ionsh ip 
between the next t r a i t which he not ices and Hamlet's 
menta l i ty . This t r a i t concerns Hamlet's fondness for 
quibbles and Word-play. According t o Bradley,the habi t of 
punning is a r e f l e c t i o n of the nimbleness and f l e x i b i l i t y 
of Hamlet 's mind.This c h a r a c t e r i s t i c i s highly marked in 
Hamlet but e n t i r e l y absent in Shakespeare's t r a g i c heroes. 
Bradley a l so l inks i t with Hamlet's (and Shakespeare's) 
humour. I t is apparent th=4t in not ic ing the above 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s Bradley does not take the p l ay ' s rhe to r ica l 
mode i n to account. He i so l a t e s these features as t yp ica l 
of Hamlet's cha rac te r , not of the play as a poet ic un i t . 
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The best defencse of Bradley against the charge 
tha t owing t o h is excessive preoccupation with charac ter 
he paid l i t t l e a t t en t i on to t he dramatic design of the 
plays is t o be found in h i s discussion of Hamlet's 
r e l a t i o n with Ophelia (pp.152-59) . He does wri te about 
Ophelia as a charac te r but he j u s t i f i e s her minor ro le 
in the play in dramatic and t h e a t r i c a l terms.On the 
questions why Hamlet seems t o be so l i t t l e preoccupied with 
Ophelia, Bradley says: 
"Now Shakespeare wrote pr imari ly for the 
thea t re and not for s tudents and therefore 
great weight should be attached to the 
immediate impressions made by h i s works. 
And so i t seems at l e a s t possible t ha t the 
explanat ion of Hamlet's s i lence may be 
t h a t Shakespeare, having already a very 
d i f f i c u l t t ask t o perform in the s o l i l o q u i e s . . . 
did not choose t o make h i s task more d i f f i cu l t 
by introducing matter which would not only add 
t o the complexity of the subject but might, 
from i t s ' sen t imenta l ' i n t e r e s t d i s t r a c t 
a t t en t i on from the main point ; while from 
his t h e a t r i c a l experience, he knew tha t the 
audience would not observe how unnatural i t 
was tha t a man deeply in love , and forced not 
only t o renounce but t o wound the woman he 
loved, should not th ink of her when he was 
alone (p,159) , 
The point that Bradley makes in the above paragraph i s 
important for an understanding of Bradley's c r i t i c a l 
approach. .-Jhat he suggests here i s th^ t i t is the impression 
t h a t r e a l l y matters in drama and not psychological 
consistency or v e r i s i m i l i t u d e , Shakespeare has focussed 
a t t e n t i o n on the development of Hamlet's character and 
de l inea t ion of h i s various a t t i t u d e s . His r e l a t ionsh ip with 
each and every character i s not relevant t o the presentat ion 
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of h i s t r ag i c dil^inma. Owing t o t h i s reason Shakespaara 
ignores t o t r ace Hamlet— Ophelia r e l a t i onsh ip in the 
round an^ in a l l I t s a spec t s . Moreover, says Bradley, t o 
have done so would have d i s t r ac t ed the a t t en t i on £rcxr 
the t r a g i c theme of the p lay , What r ea l l y matters in 
Hamlet: is Shakespeare's apprehension of the t r a g i c aspect 
o£ l i f e in the P ro tagon i s t ' s s tory and not the del ineat ion 
of chT^ract^r for i t s own sake. 
Again, the fact that Bradley's c r i t i c i sm i s 
-characterised by i n t u i t i v e and imarinative impressions 
r a t h e r than cool and r a t iona l analysis i s brought in to 
Eocus a t the end of h i s l ec tures on Hamlet.Bradley acutely 
remarks tha t concentrat ion on the he ro ' s character relegate 
i n to the background an important impression made by the 
p l ay . Both Claudius and Hamlet are throughout engaged in 
a b a t t l e for l i f e and death but both of them are 
r e l e n t l e s s l y hurled forward towards a conclusion over 
which they themselves have l i t t l e c o n t r o l . Accidents in 
t h i s encounter , says Bradley, are anything but acc identa l . 
The impression i s qui te strong tha t thare i s a Providsnce 
in the a f f a i r s of men. There are unmistakable intimations 
of some vas te r power governing the course of human l i f e , 
and i t i s the sense of such int imations that gives t o the 
play a c e r t a i n r e l ig ious cha rac te r . Psychological analysis 
of cha rac te r , we now see , has led the reader of Bradley's 
Shakespearian c r i t i c i s m t o a c l ea r apprehension of the 
p l a y ' s phi losophical theme. 
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NOTES : CHAPTER THREE 
1 . See Note 13 t o C h a p t e r I . 
2» Shaw op ShaTtespeare , e d i t e d w i t h an i n t e r o d u c t i o n 
by Sdwin W i l s o n , Pengu in Books (Harniondsworth,1969) , p . 9 7 
3 , E l e a n o r P r o s s e r , Hamlet St Re.vanqe, s econd e d i t i o n 
( S i a n f o r d : S t a n f o r d U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s , 1 9 7 1 ) . 
4 , We use t h e p a s t t e n s e h e r e b a c a u s e B r a d l e y , t o o , 
somet i r r^s u s e s t h e p a s t t e n s e w h i l e t a l k i n g abou t 
S h a k e s p e a r e ' s c h a r a c t e r s . T h i s h a b i t on B r a d l e y ' s 
p a r t h a s j u s t l y b a e n c r i t i c i s e d . The p r e s e n t t e n s e 
s h o u l d , of c o u r s e , be n o r m a l l y u s e d w h i l e d i s c u s s i n g 
d r a m a t i c c h a r a c t e r s . 
5 . L i l y B. C a m p b e l l , S h a k e s p e a r e ' s T r a g i c H e r o e s : S l a v e s 
of P a s s i o n (Cambr idge , Mass , 1 9 3 0 ) . 
6 . See J . D o v e r W i l s o n , .Vhat Happens i n Hamlet 
(Cambr idge , 1935) . 
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CHAPTER PCUR 
BRADLEY»S CRITICISM OP KING LEAR 
Sign i f i can t ly , the s t a r t i n g poin t of Bradley's 
l e c tu r e s on King Lear i s not the charac ter of the protagonist 
or any other of the major characters in the play but the 
general impression macle on the common reader and the 
unccwimon admirer, Bradley makes a d i s t i n c t i o n between 
King Lear as a s tage-play and as a great imaginative master-
p i e c e . As a work of Imagination i t i s c lo se r t o Promethsus Bound 
and the Divine Comedy ra ther than t o Shakespeare's othar 
major t r a g e d i e s . Bradley c a l l s i t a poor stage-play* echoing, 
as we have already seen. Lamb ear ly in the nineteenth century. 
We sha l l discuss Bradley 's reasons for regarding i t as a poor 
s tage-play a l i t t l e l a t e r ; he re , l e t us point out that Lamb's 
opinion continued t o hold sway t i l l t he beginning of the 
present century . The h i s to ry of the appreciat ion of King Lear 
shows a gradually r i s i n g curve, Tha Restoration and the 
eighteenth century had l i t t l e appreciat ion for the or iginal 
Shakespearian ve r s ion . Indeed, thea t re-goers never got an 
opportunity t o sea Shakesjjeare's play at a l l t i l l 1838 when 
Macraady res tored the or ig ina l ve rs ion . With the beginning of 
romanticism in England, however, se lected readars began to 
apprecia te Shakespeare's or ig ina l King Lear in the study, 
Keath's sonnent on the play i s t yp i ca l of the per iod. C r i t i c s 
now began t o make a d i s t i c t i o n between King Lear as a work 
of the imagination and as a s t age-p lay . This d i s t i n c t i o n 
became an orthodoxy and remained so throughout the nineteenth 
century . In Bradley we find the l a s t memorable expression of 
the view tha t King Lear in the thea t re does not cane 
anywhere near t o produce the kind of e f fec t i t does in the 
s tudy . The main reason why such an opinion came to be held 
by c r i t i c s as percept ive as Lamb and Bradley was tha t the 
nineteenth century thea t re with i t s n a t u r a l i s t i c ideology 
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u t t e r l y fa i led t o do j u s t i c e to a play tha t was wr i t t en 
for a freer kind of t h e a t r e . The e laborate l i gh t ing and 
sound e f f e c t s , the n a t u r a l i s t i c scenery and act ing s ty le 
were u t t e r l y unsuited for the play tha t depends en t i r e ly 
for i t s success on symbolic and poet ic e f f e c t s . That t h i s 
was the rea l reason 5or Bradley's fa i lu re t o appreciate 
King Les^r as a s tage-play was shown by Harley Granville-Barker 
in his book on the p lay . He gives valuable advice about the 
s taging of the play and shows how the storm-scene could be 
symbolically and e f fec t ive ly presented on the s t a g e . 
According t o him, the n a t u r a l i s t i c d e t a i l s d i s t r a c t from 
the s igni f icance of the storm which i s more in te rna l 
in the mind of Lear than ex t e rna l . Lear himself should be 
made t o parsonify the storm. The twent ieth century, thus , 
has r e c t i f i e d the mistaken impression of the unstag3abi l i ty 
of Lea ;^, tha t was current in the nineteenth century. King Le^r 
i s now generally regarded as the g rea te s t work of 
Shakespeare's dramatic imagination. The dichotomy envisaged 
by Bradley and others in the nineteenth century has now 
been bridged and the imaginative e f fec ts are seen to be 
a pa r t of the p l ay ' s dramatic q u a l i t y , 
Bradley, however, does find the dichotomy important 
and v;orthy of c r i t i c a l n o t i c e . We may quote h i s words in full 
in order t o see how he d is t inguishes between what he 
considers t o be the two divergent q u a l i t i e s in the play: 
vihen I read King Lear two impressions are l e f t 
on my mind, which see» to answer roughly t o two 
se t s of f a c t s . King Lear seems t o me Shakespeare's 
g rea tes t achievement, but i t seams t o me not 
h i s best p lay . And I find tha t I tend t o consider 
i t from two r a t h e r d i f fe ren t points of view. 
When I regard i t s t r i c t l y as a drama, i t appears 
t o me, though in ce r t a in pa r t s overwhelming. 
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decidely inferior as a whole to Hamlet, 
Othello and Macbeth. When I am feeling that 
it is greater than any of these, and the 
fullest revelation of Shakespeare's power, 
I find I am not regarding it simply as a 
drama, but am grouping it in my mind with 
works like the Prometheus Vinctus and the 
Divine Comedy, and even with the greatest 
symphonies of Beethoven and the statues in 
the Msdici chapel ( p.244) . 
Bradley, however, does concede that there are theatrically 
powerful scenes in the play — the two between Lear and 
Goneril and between Lear Goneril and Regan, and the 
ineffably beautiful scene in the Fourth Act between Lea^ 
and Cordelia. The fusion of the two plots is also superb. 
Nevertheless, what distinguishes King Lear from the other 
tragedies are not its dramatic qualities but strange 
imaginative e?fect3. In an excellent paragraph Bradley 
gives u3 in a summarised form the main qualities of the 
play. ( He discusses them separately in a later section. 
These imaginative qualities are as follows: 
(i) The immense scope of the work; 
(ii) the mass and variety of its intense experience; 
(iii) the strange combination of pathos and humour; 
(Iv) its imaginative recreation of universal disorder; 
(v) the vagueness of its setting; 
(vi) its Strang atmosphere; 
(vii) the half-realized suggestions of vast universal 
powers working in the world of individual fates and 
passions. 
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Bradley thinks tha t the above-mantioned efeects ara 
d i f e i c u l t t o r ea l i ze in the t h e a t r e . In the other tragedies 
there i s not much conf l i c t between imaginative ef fec ts and 
dramatic power. King Lear is def ic ient in t h i s respect 
owing t o i t s very excellence in other f i e l d s , 
Bradley now goes on to discuss in some d e t a i l what 
he regards as the dramatic defects of the p lay . He begins 
f i r s t by discussing two scenes in the play which are 
general ly suprosed t o be dramatical ly weak or improper but 
which Bradley regards as quite in p l a c e . 
The f i r s t is the scene of G l o s t e r ' s f a l l i ng off the 
Dover C l i f f . Many people find t h i s scene as absurd. Bradley, 
hovi7ever, does not agree with t h i s opinion. According t o 
him, " the imagination and the feel ings have been worked 
upon with such e f fec t by the descr ip t ion of the c l i f f and 
by the por t raya l of the old man's despair and his son 's 
courageous and loving wisdom, tha t we are unconscious of 
the grotesqueness of the incident for common sense" (p.249) . 
The next scene, generally considered t o be dramatically 
defec t ive is the opening scene of Lear ' s d ivis ion of the 
Kingdom and the l o v e - t e s t . Bradley's pos i t ion here in 
r e l a t i o n t o modern views on the subject i s i n t e r e s t i n g . The 
opening scene of the play was generally c r i t i c i s e d in the 
nineteenth century for i t s lack of psychological ver i s imi l i tude , 
The general c r i t e r i o n for determining the success of a scene 
was the psychological consistency and t r u t h to l i f e of 
charac te rs and s i t u a t i o n s , Bradley does seem here t o accept 
the c r i t e r i o n as v a l i d . We cannot deny tha fact that upto a 
c e r t a i n l imi t Bradley does subscribe t o the c r i t i c a l pr inciple 
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of psychological real ism though, as we have repeatedly 
i n s i s t e d , t h i s p r inc ip l e i s subservient to t h i s philosophical 
conception of t ragedy. The modern approach takes a a i f fe ran t 
view of the problem. The c r i t e r i o n preferred now i s that of 
t h e a t r i c a l e f f ec t iveness . I t i s a l so recognised tha t 
3"ha)cesp3are occasionally takes a s i t u a t i o n as given without 
applying the c r i t e r i o n of l i f e - l i k e n e s s t o i t . In Measure 
for ffeasure, for example the Duke's temporary abdication and 
delegat ion of his au thor i ty t o his deputies i s not t o be 
examined in terms of psychological rea l i sm. We are not t o 
question his motives. We should r a the r take the s i tua t ion 
as given though we may apply psychological c r i t e r i a t o the 
s i t u a t i o n r e s u l t i n g from the given s i t u a t i o n . 3irr!ilarly,the 
d iv i s ion of the kingdom and the l ove - t e s t are t o be taken 
as given without anyone asking why i t should happen. The 
opening scene, therefore is not to be examined in psychological 
terms. Moreover, rooiern c r i t i c i s m has generally rejected the 
p r inc ip l e of s t r i c t ve r i s imi l i tude as applied t o Shakespeare; 
symbolic, h a l f - a l l e g o r i c a l and pce t ic i n t e rp r e t a t i on of the 
plays i s much more common na^ than in the nineteenth century, 
Bradley, on the other hand, i n s i s t s on psychological realism 
within the over-a l l t r a g i c pa t t e rn in the p l ays . I t i s , 
t he re fo re , necessary for him t o defend the opening scene 
in King Lear in terms of v e r i s i m i l i t u d e . 
The charge against Shakespeare says Bradley, i s tha t 
Lear ' s d iv is ion of the klngdcan and the love - t e s t are 
absurd. No save person would perpe t ra te such an a c t , Bradliy, 
however, bel ieves tha t the scene i s not incredible t o the 
imagination. He thinks tha t Shakespeare has made some effort 
t o remove the improbabili ty of the legend. I t was Coleridge, 
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Bradley points out , who f i r s t noticed tha t the divis ion 
of the kingdom was already s e t t l e d ; i t s announcement and 
the l o v e - t e s t were only a formali ty. In l ine 38 we are 
informed that the d iv i s ion had already been drawn on the 
mar of B r i t a i n . We a l so learn that Corde l ia ' s share in 
the kingdom was per fec t ly known t o Burgundy. Lear ' s scheme 
fa i l ed not because Goneril and Regan were exceptionally 
hypoc r i t i c a l but because Cordelia was exceptional ly s incere . 
Thus Cordia ' s behaviour and i t s consequences were quite 
in cha rac t e r , Shakespeare has not, the re fore , v io la ted 
the p r inc ip le of psychological realism in the opening scene. 
I t is further suggested, says Bradley, that Lear ' s 
plan t o l ive with his th ree daughters in turn was absurd. 
Bradley does not agree with t h i s view and suggests tha t 
Lear ' s plan was ac tua l ly d i f f e r e n t , Lear had decided to 
l ive with ::ordelia a lone . His idea of l iv ing with Goneril 
and Regan a l t e rna t e ly was born on the spur of the movement 
owing t o Corde l ia ' s behaviour. Th i s , too , shows tha t the 
opening-scene i s far from absurd or unturs t o l i f e . Bradley 
however, concedes tha t the scene i s not atifective in the 
t h e a t r e . Shakespeare should have given c lea re r h i n t s . As i t , 
the play disc loses the t rue pos i t ion of a f f a i r s "only t o an 
a t t e n t i o n more a l e r t than can be expected in a t h e a t r i c a l 
audience or has been found in many c r i t i c s of the play" (p.251) 
In the above Bradley seems t o ignore the fact that what 
he regards as Shakespeare's care lessness may have been 
d e l i b e r a t e . We are not so sure now tha t Shakespeare himself, 
unlike h is nineteenth century c r i t i c s , accepted the pr inc ip le 
of psycholo<:3ical coherence as an e s s e n t i a l ingredient in 
dramatic a r t . 
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The other dramatic defects of King Lear# as mentioned 
by Bradley, may be summarised as follows: 
The bl inding of Gloster in fu l l view of the 
spac ta to rs i s a defect in King Lear as a s tage-play 
though i t may be j u s t i f i e d as par t of the p l ay ' s imaginative 
e f f e c t . 
The unhappy ending, t o o , i s a defect i f we are thinking 
o^ King Lear as a s t age -p lay . Though Bradley would not 
approve of the changes in the revised version of Tats , he 
yet th inks t h a t the deaths of Lear and Cordelia are 
unnecessary, Bradley's reasons are not sentimental but 
dramat ic . The play successfully manipulates the t r a g i c 
amotions and the t ask i s already coriplete jus t before the 
deaths take p l ace . In addi t ion to t h i s , Bradley a lso thinks 
tha t the deaths are not properly motivated; they depend on 
an accidental delay on Edmund's p a r t . Bradley knows tha t 
some great a u t h o r i t i e s , including Lamb and Schlegel , are 
opposed t o him. S t i l l he would s t i c k t o the stand he has 
t aken . 
I t may be pointed out tha t Bradley's pos i t ion on t h i s 
issue is c losely l inked with h i s i n t e rp re t a t i on of Lear ' s 
c h a r a c t e r . As we sha l l soon see , Bradley regards the p lay ' s 
t r a g i c pa t t e rn t o cons i s t in Lear ' s redemption. He would go 
t o the extent of c a l l i n g the play as "The redemption of 
King Leair", As we have already pointed out in our f i r s t 
chapte r , he discovers in King Lear the Hegelian conception 
of t r a g i c r econc i l i a t i on a t the end. In view of h is strong 
prejudice in favour of the r econc i l i a t i on theory, he 
regards the deaths of Lear and Cordelia as unnecessary.These 
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deaths , so t o say, d i s t u rb his view of t r ag i c raconc i l i a t ion 
a t the end of the p l ay . Many post«Bradleian c r i t i c s , 
2 S . a . S t o l l and S i r Walter Raleigh among them , have taken 
a d i f f e r en t view of the t r a g i c pa t t e rn in King Lear . This, 
however, is an issue tha t wi l l be taken up when we come t o 
discuss Bradley's view of Lear ' s cha rac t e r , 
Bradley now takes up the question of the many 
improbabi l i t ies and Inconsis tencies in the p lay . He regards 
th^n as defects in Ki,nci Lear as a s t age-p lay . However, he 
himself says t h a t 
(i) the defects are ins ign i f ican t and do not mater ial ly 
afrfect the play; and 
( i i ) t ha t Shakespeare was concernad with broad imaginative 
impressions and so he could afford t o ignore the minor 
i ncons i s t enc i e s . 
Bradley regards the vagueness of various loca t ions 
as defects in the p l ay . He bel ieves tha t i t might have been 
de l i be r a t e on Sha]«speare 's p a r t . The vagueness of locat ions 
in Antony and Cleopatra, was something t h a t Shakespeare 
could not help; he re , however, he was free but he chose t o 
remain vague about the loca t ion of the various scenes . 
In a separate s ec t i on , Bradley deals with the pecul ia r 
imaginative ef fec ts of the play, a subject tha t had already 
been re fer red t o in passing e a r l i e r . Bradley regards i t as 
paradoxical t ha t t h i s defect ive drama should so overpower 
us " tha t we are e i t h e r unconscious of i t ? blemishes or 
regard them as almost i r r e l evan t" (p.261) • The very faul ts 
of the play cons t i t u t e i t s exce l l ence . The vagueness of 
l o c a t i o n s , for example, brings i t c lose t o Prcanetheus Bound 
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by Aeschylus, The world of the play, says Bradley," i s dim 
t o u s , p a r t l y from i t s immensity, and par t ly because i t 
i s f i l l e d with gloon, and in the gloc^n shapes approach 
and recede , whose half -seen fac^s -nnd motions touch us 
with dread, hor ror , or the most painful p i ty — sympathies 
and an t ipa th ies which we seem t o be feel ing not only for 
them but for the whole race" (p.261) • 
The double p l o t , t o o , cons t i t u t e s one of the p l ay ' s 
imaginative b e a u t i e s . The sub-plot re inforces the theme of 
the main p l o t . The r e p e t i t i o n of the theme does not "simply 
double the pain with which the tragedy i s witnessed; i t 
s t a r t l e s and t e r r i f i e d by suggesting tha t the folly of Lear 
and the ingra t i tude of h i s daughters are no accidents or 
meraly individual abera t ions , but t h a t in tha t dark cold 
world scsne fateful malignant influence is ab road , , . " p,262) . 
There i s an element of impersonality and abs t rac t ion 
in the c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n . The characters ea s i ly f a l l in to 
two groups — those who love and the ones that are motivated 
by malice and ha t r ed . Importantly enough, Bradley says that 
owing t o the sharp d iv i s ion between the two groups of 
c h a r a c t e r s , the play corr«!s veiry close t o the medieval 
t r a d i t i o n of Morality drama. The remark i s s ign i f i can t 
because i t proves t ha t Bradley's approach was not en t i r e ly 
u n - h i s t o r i c a l . He was wi l l ing t o give due considerat ion to 
the relevance of Shakespeare 's dramatic h e r i t a g e . 
Surp r i s ing ly , Bradley an t i c ipa t e s not only the 
h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c s of the twentieth century but a l so the 
poe t i c school of Shakespeare c r i t i c s — Caroline Spurgeon 
and o t h e r s . He takes in to account the predominance of 
animal imagery in the p lay . The play conceives man in terms 
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of animal l i f e . 
The above c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , according t o Bradley, 
make the play unfi t for s t a g e . Bradley i s thus in t o t a l 
agreem-nt with romantic c r i t i c s l ike Lamb who, t oo , 
had believed tha t the play was too huge for the s tage , 
Bradley considers the storm scene t o be the heart of the 
p lay , and t h i s scene, according t o him, cannot be ac ted . 
We have already refer red t o the opinion of Granville-Barkar 
who thought tha t the storm scene was quite capable of being 
presented on the s tage e f f ec t i ve ly . We need not repeat 
here wtoat has already been said on the subject e a r l i e r . 
The conclusion of the play too which appears degective 
from the s t i c t l y dramatic point of view serves only t o hightan 
the imaginative effect of the p lay . The catastrophe may 
d is tance King Lear from a play l ike Othello but i t ce r ta in ly 
br ings i t close t o a work l ike the Divine Comedy. The deaths 
of a l l the main charac te rs at the end forces on the reader 
c e r t a i n questions of a mataphysical nature , including the 
one about the or ig in of e v i l . Thus the play makes up in 
the study what i t loses in the t h e a t r e . 
I t i s not only the play as a whole tha t r a i ses 
questions of a phi losophical nature; the characters themselves 
are placed in s i t u a t i o n s where they are forced to ask such 
ques t ions . This , according t o Bradley i s a pecu l ia r 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of King Leg r^ a lone, not found in the other 
p l a y s . The play provides four d i f fe ren t s e t s of answers t o 
the ul t imate ques t ions , Bradley thinks that the play i t s e l f 
i s undecided about the r e l a t i v e merits of the various 
a t t i t u d e s . What, however, rea l ly matters i s tha t the play 
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should r a i s e such questions a t a l l and not what the 
probable correc t answer might b e . 
Bradley, however, does take up the questions of the 
ul t imate meaning in King Leauc in the l a s t sec t ion of the 
f i r s t l e c t u r e : What does Shakespeare want t o say about 
the place of man and the nature of the ult imate power in 
t h i s g rea tes t of h is t r ag i c works 7 King Lear, according 
t o Bradley, cannot be compared with the Divine Comedy since 
Shakespeare 's play i s not a t a l l concerned with man's 
yearning for the I n f i n i t e . Shakespeare i s ,on the other hand, 
concerned with the t e r r o r and the agony of human l i f e on 
t h i s p l a n e t . The p ic ture painted in King Lear i s 
charac te r i sed by the ult imate in negation and despa i r . The 
malignity of Edmund and the two daughters of Lear i s much 
more pronounced than tha t of lago in Othel lo . The theme of 
ingra t i tude i s the burden of both the p lo t s in the play, 
Bradley gives evidence from the play t o show tha t the 
ul t imate powers are represented as mal ic ious . The opt imis t ic 3 f a i t h of Albany and Edgar i s sharply contras ted by the chain 
of events in the p lay . The agonised cry of Lear, "No,no,no l i f e ' 
i s the keynote of the p l ay . Following Dowden, Bradley now 
seeks t o discover something in the biography of Shakespeare 
t h a t would explain such intense concern with suffering in 
the p l a y . In a long note on pp. 275-76, Bradley r a i se s the 
issue though he dismisses i t with the suggestion that the 
biographical angle i s not much re levant t o the c r i t i c i sm of 
the t r a g e d i e s . 
Bradley re fe rs t o Swinburne's views on King Lear . The 
great Victor ian pessimist had discovered an a f f i n i t y between 
the pervasive mood of the play and h i s own pess imist ic s tance. 
10.3 
Swinburne had compared the play with the works of 
Aeschylus and found i t more pessi inis t ic than the great 
Oresteian t r i l o g y . Glos te r ' s words, so thought Swinburne, 
in which man's l i f e i s compared with t ha t of a f ly , 
conta ins the key t o the p l ay ' s meaning. There i s hope of 
divine j u s t i c e in the plays of Aeschylus but "the darkness 
of reve la t ion i s here" in King Lear . 
However, Bradley has t o offer a d i f fe ren t in te rp re ta t ion 
oi: the p lay , an in t e rp re t a t ion quite in keeping with the 
view of Lear 's redemptive exper i en t i a l p a t t e r n , A rea l ly 
pass imis t i c work of a r t would produce the feelings of 
depression rebe l l ion and despa i r . Since King Lear does not 
evoke such f ee l ings , i t cannot be regarded as pess imis t i c . 
Is the play then opt imis t ic ? Does i t give us any 
grounds for re l ig ious hope ? Bradley does not think so . 
His view of the ul t imate meaning of the play may be quoted 
in his own words: 
" I t s keynote i s surely t o be heard ne i ther 
in the words wrung from Gloster in h is 
anguish, nor in Edgar 's words "the gods 
are jus t" It^ f inal and t o t a l r e s u l t i s 
one in which p i t y and t e r r o r , car r ied 
perhaps t o the extreme l imi t s of a r t , a r e 
so blended with a sense of law and beauty 
tha t we feel a t l a s t , not depression and 
much l e s s despa i r , but a consciousness 
of greatness in pain,and of solemnity in 
the mystery we cannot fathom" (p.279) . 
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We have seen in the l a s t sect ion tha t Bradley's 
concern in Kj,nq Lear has been with the impression the 
play makes in the t hea t r e and in the s tudy. Characters , 
including tha t of the p ro tagon is t , are not given primary 
importance. That Bradley i s wrong about the supposed 
dichotomy between the dramatic and imaginative q u a l i t i e s 
of the play may not de ta in us long. What r ea l ly matters 
i s the fact tha t h is approach in the f i r s t l ec ture has not 
been psychological except perhaps in h i s discussion of the 
dramatic qual i ty of the opening scene. So far as the p lay ' s 
wonderful imaginative e f fec t s are concerned, the Bradleian 
approach t o the issues reminds us of the poet ic c r i t i c i sm 
of the play in the twentieth century . Obviously, Bradley i s 
not concerned with the underlying themes of the play, nor 
does he analyse the t ex t so c losely as t o unravel i t s 
imagis t ic pa t te rns or i t s symbolic overtones. Nevertheless, 
he does emphasize the l a t e n t Morality content of the play, 
i t s quas i - a l l ego r i ca l nature and i t s sharp thematic 
d iv i s ion between good and e v i l . Moreover, Bradley always 
speaks of the "impression" made by the play though he i s 
equal ly concerned with the issues r e l a t i n g t o ver i s imi l i tude , 
He would ce r t a in ly expect psychological consistency and 
coherence in charac te r s and the " r e a l i t y " of the s i t ua t ions 
presented in the p l a y . These assumptions, however, are not 
exclusive of the l a rge r concerns with exper i en t i a l and 
phi losophical p a t t e r n s . 
I t i s in the second of h i s two l ec tu res on King Lear 
t ha t he takes up the c h a r a c t e r s , spec ia l ly the character of 
Lear himself . Bradley begins by point ing out tha t Lear i s 
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more sinned against than s inn ing . In t h i s respect he 
i s d i f f e ren t from the other th ree great t r a g i c heroes . 
In t h e i r case we remain conscious of t h e i r inherent 
t r a g i c flaw t i l l the very end. In Lear ' s case , however, 
we remain aware only of h is suffer ing and the greatness 
of h is na ture . Whatever wrong he might be said t o have 
done t o Cordelia and Kent i s soon forgot ten. However a l l 
t h i s , though t r u e , should not make us oblivious of the fact 
t h a t "the storm which has overwhelmed him was l ibe ra ted 
by h is own deed" (p.281) . Thus, Bradley i n s i s t s , the nexus 
which kinds together Lear ' s e r r o r s and h is calamit ies should 
not be ignored. We do feel for h is old age but Lear, on 
the whole, is not a p i t i a b l e charca ter onlyj he i s a t r a g i c 
charac te r a l s o , Lear suffers at the beginr ing from a 
pecu l i a r ignorance of human nature and of h is own na ture . 
We fael in Lear the presence of s t reng th as well as weakness. 
Throughout his years of absolute power, he has bean f la t te red 
t o the top of h i s bent and t h i s has produced in hirr " that 
bl indness t o human l i m i t a t i o n , and t h a t presumptous s e l f - w i l l , 
whidi in Greek tragedy we have so often seen stumbling against 
the a l t a r of Nemesis" (p.282) . 
Lear ' s t r a g i c flaw i s evident in h i s behaviour 
towards Cordel ia . I t i s no less evident in h is f i r s t encounter 
with Goner l l . In h i s speech beginning " Hear nature hear; 
dear goddess hear " .We find the same d i spos i t ion which 
we have encountred in h i s re jec t ion of Cordel ia . Lear has 
by t h i s time become conscious of h is e r r o r in re jec t ing 
Cordelia but t h i s important s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n has not so far 
produced any change in him: "the d i spos i t ion fran which 
h i s f i r s t e r ro r sprang is s t i l l unchanged" (p,284) , 
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The perception o£ a l ink between Lear ' s t r ag i c 
deed and h i s suffer ing does not diminish our p i ty for him 
but i t c e r t a in ly goes a long way in removing the impression 
t h a t the t r a g i c universe of the play i s character ised by 
an a r b i t r a r y and malicious d i spensa t ion . In t h i s respect 
the play is not much d i f fe ren t from the other t r aged i e s . This 
l i nk betv^een dead and suffering a l so envisages a world 
ruled by moral order and law. With a remarkable Victorian 
concern for causa l i ty and determinism Bradley comments:"It 
makes us feel t h a t t h i s world is so far a t l e a s t a r a t iona l 
and a moral order, t ha t there holds in i t the law, not of 
propor t ionate r e q u i t a l , but of s t r i c t connection between 
act and consequence" (p.284) • 
Kjn^ Lear i s thus l i ke the other t ragedies in the 
respect of i t s be te rmln i s t i c l i nk between dead and 
Catas t rophe , I t i s , however, d i f fe ren t from them in an 
important way. "There i s nothing more noble and beautiful 
in l i t e r a t u r e than Shakespeare's exposi t ion of t he effect 
of suffer ing in reviving the greatness and e l i c i t i n g the 
sweetness of Lear ' s nature" (p .284) . Bradley's in te rpre ta t ion 
of the play comes very close t o seme modern r e a d i n g s ; c r i t i c 
a f t e r c r i t i c in the present century has la id s t r e s s on the 
purga to r i a l nature of Lear ' s su f fe r ing . In an exce l len t 
paragraph, Bradley shows how h i s suffer ing t o t a l l y transforms 
Lear , I t i s i n t e r e s t i ng t o r e c a l l tha t Bradley envisages 
a change in Hamlet a l s o . In his case , however the change i s 
not purga tor ia l suffer ing leading t o p u r i f i c a t i o n . According 
t o Bradley, the changed Hamlet in Act V reveals a kind of 
negative p a s s i v i t y , a species of fa ta l i sm, Lear, on the 
other hand, is not only transformed but a l so ennobled. 
105 
Par ts of the long sentence on pp.284-85 which describes 
Lear ' s transfonmation so exactly and yet so poe t i ca l ly 
may be quoted here : 
The old King who in pleading with h is 
daughters £eels so intensely h i s own 
humiliat ion and t h e i r ho r r ib l e i ng ra t i t ude , 
and who y e t , a t fourscore and upward, 
const ra ins himself t o p rac t i se a s e l f - con t ro l 
and patience so many years disused; who 
out of old af fec t ion for h i s Pool and in 
repentance for h i s in jus t ice t o the Pool ' s 
beloved mis t r e s s , t o l e r a t e s incessant and 
cu t t ing reminders of h i s own folly and 
wrong; in whom the rage of the storm awakes 
a power and a poe t ic grandeur surpassing even 
t h a t of Othe l lo ' s anguish; , , .who learns t o 
feel and t o pray for the miserable and house-
l e s s poor, t o discern the falseness of f l a t t e r y 
and the b r u t a l i t y of au tho r i t y , and t o pierce 
below the difference of rank and raiment t o 
the COTnmon humanity beneath; whose s igh t i s 
so purged by scalding t ea r s t h a t i t seems a t 
l a s t how power and place and a l l things in 
the world are vani ty except l o v e , , , t h e r e i s 
no f igure , su re ly , in the world of poetry at 
one so grand, so p a t h e t i c , and so beaut i fu l 
as h i s . 
S ign i f i can t ly , at t h i s stage in h i s argument Bradley c a l l s 
King Lear "a poem". He a l so thinks t h a t t h i s poem could be 
e n t i t l e d "The Redumption of King Lear" , This i s a good 
reminder t o those c r i t i c s who regard Bradley as a psychological 
c r i t i c with h i s sole i n t e r e s t focussed on the problerr of 
ve r i s imi l i t ude in Shakespeare. Bradley's evaluat ion of 
King Lear i s not much d i f fe ren t from tha t of the poet ic 
c r i t i c s in the present century . If he forgets t h a t the 
"poem", in King Lear, Is rea l ly co-exis tent '••lith the 
"play", then the poet ic c r i t i c s l ike L. C. Knights and 
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Wilson Knight, t o o , do the same. The poet ic c r i t i c s have 
l e s s j u s t i f i c a t i o n for c a l l i n g a Shakespeare play a dramatic 
poem than Bradley since he, a t the end of the nineteenth 
century with i t s n a t u r a l i s t i c t h e a t r e , could not have been 
expected t o appreciate the intensely dramatic q u a l i t i e s 
in t h e p lay . 
Bradley now goes on t o describe the process of 
Lear ' s p u r i f i c a t i o n . He gives an ana lys i s of the th i rd 
and fourth scenes of the Third Act of the p lay . In Act I I I , 
Scene iv Lear shows a profound concern with the suffering 
of o t h e r s . This deep syrrpathy has been produced in him by 
the ordeal he himself has undergone. Lear ' s prayer 
( "Poor, naked wre tches . , , " ) i s not for himself. I t i s for 
the houseless condit ion of the poor. 
On the subject of Lear ' s madness Bradley makes only 
a point or two a s , according t o him, much has already been 
w r i t t e n . The f i r s t point r e l a t e s t o Lear ' s obsession with 
p a r t i c u l a r i deas . This i s a c l e a r symptom of i n san i ty . 
Bradley thinks tha t in Lear ' s case Shakespeare wants t o 
i l l u s t r a t e the idea that insani ty is a l l i e d to genius, 
Lea r ' s mad speeches, says Bradley, are pept by Shakespeare 
s t y l i s t i c a l l y d i f fe ren t from the sublime passages of 
poetry u t te red by him e a r l i e r , 
Bradley 's next point r e l a t e s t o the fact tha t 
insan i ty brings t o Lear a strange kind of wisdom and insight , 
Instead of the sublime poetry of the e a r l i e r phase, we have 
the power of moral perception and r e f l e c t i on which had been 
quickened in Lear by h is su f fe r ing . This i s a kind of 
inversion of madness in wisdom. This paradoxical s i t ua t ion 
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has been highUghtaned, in recant yea r s , by Robert Heilman 
4 in h is well-known book on the p lay . 
There i s no recovery for Lear in the proper sense 
of the word. The s p e c t a t o r ' s anguish i s increased by the 
thought t h a t Lear dies not of pain but of joy . In h i s l a s t 
mottents, hs imagines Cordelia t o be a l i v e , and the shock 
t h a t i t gives t o him k i l l s hlai. The idea that Lear dies 
of joy in the mistaken be l i e f tha t Cordelia i s a l ive has 
acquired the s t a tus of a well-known controversy, Bradley 
was t he f i r s t t o propound the theory. I t has been echoed 
throughout in Le^r c r i t i c i s m an<a occasionally controverted. 
As the subject i s important fu l l e r quotation i s needed in 
order t o l e t Bradley expound h is theory: 
And, f i n a l l y , though Lear i s k i l l ed by an 
agony of pa in , the agony in which he actual ly 
dies i s one not of pain but of ecstasy.Suddenly, 
with a cry represented in the oldest t ex t by 
a four-times repeated ' O ' , he exclaims 
Do you see t h i s ? Look on her , look he l i p s . 
Look t h e r e , look there.' 
These are the l a s t words of Lear. He i s su re , 
a t l a s t , tha t she l i v e s , . , T o u s , perhaps, the 
knowledge tha t he i s decived may br ing a 
culmination of pain: bu t , if i t brings qnly 
t h a t , I bel ieve we are fa lse t o Shakespeare, 
and i t seems almost beyond question tha t any 
ac tor i s false t o the t ex t who does not attempt 
t o ejqjress, in Lear ' s l a s t accents and gestures 
and look, an unbearable joy . 
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The opinion t h a t Lear dies of Joy was the product 
of an almost o r ig ina l i n t e rp r e t a t i on o£ the t ex t by Bradley. 
This idea as well as the one referred t o e a r l i e r about the 
play being the s tory of Lear*s reduirption have had an 
i n t e r e s t i n g h i s to ry in the post-Bradleian e r a , Katherine Cooke 
has given a br ie f account of the fortunes of these ideas in 
l a t e r Shakespearian c r i t i c i s m in her book on the influence 
of A.C.Bradley. 
Cooke mentions t h a t the fa te of Bradley 's o r ig ina l 
percept ion about Lea r ' s dying of joy i l l u s t r a t e s "the 
waywardness of c r i t i c a l development and the e r r a t i c progress 
of semenal ideas" (Cooke,p,165) . According t o her , many 
c r i t i c s have appropriated the idea as t h e i r own without 
r e fe r r ing t o Bradley, P.N, Se iga l , for example, ejqpresses 
the opinion tha t Lear thinks Cordelia l i ves and so he dies 
of joy . Seigal makes no suggestion t h a t he derived the 
idea from Bradley though elsewhere he makes references t o 
Bradley, H,3.Wilson, t o give another example, expresses the 
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same opinion without acknowledging h i s debt t o Bradley, Two 
other Shakespeare c r i t i c s Pluchere and M,D,H, Parker do the 
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same, John Holloway, Cooke points out , commits another mistake; 
he a t t r i b u t e s t h i s well-known Bradleian idea t o R,W.Chambers. 
He r e f e r s t o "R,W.Chambers' opinion tha t both Gloster and Lear 
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die of joy" . Many other c r i t i c s refer the idea t o i t s source 
in Bradley but hedge in the opinion with the non-caro i t t a l and 
qual i fying phrase " i f Bradley i s r i g h t " . J.Siampfer, however, 
r e j e c t s the idea because he connects i t with Bradley's over-a l l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of King Lear as a play examplifying t r a g i c 
reconciUation. Stampfer comments: " I t i s only be giving Lear ' s 
death a f l e e t i n g , e c s t a t i c joy t h a t Bradley can read some sort 
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of r econc i l i a t i on i n t o the ending, some renewed synthesis 
of cosmic goodness t o follow an a n t i t h e s i s of pure e v i l " . 
Stampfer i s , however, wrong since Bradley himself makes 
no connection between h is i n t e rp re t a t i on of Lear ' s l a s t 
Speech and the general theory of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . There 
i s no e s s e n t i a l connection between the two. Indeed, the 
Bradleian i n t e rp r e t a t i on of Lear ' s l a s t speech — tha t 
Lear d ies of joy— can be par t of an u t t e r l y pess imis t ic 
reading of the p lay . As a matter of f ac t , such a connection 
has ac tua l ly been made by William Smpson. He thinks that 
Lear is mad again in the l a s t scene and becomes "the eternal 
fool and scapegoat" imagining fool ishly t ha t Cordelia i s 
a l i v e . According t o Empson, Lear has experienced everything 
and learned nothing. 
Smpson has , inc iden ta l ly taken a s imi la r view of 
Bradley theory of the redemption of King Lear» I t i s 
i n t e r e s t i n g t o note tha t the c r i t i c s who seam to have an 
animus against r e l i g ion in general or Chr i s t i an i ty in 
p a r t i c u l a r do not agree with Bradley, In f ac t , such c r i t i c s 
(and Smpson is one them) r i d i c u l e the idea of Lear ' s 
purga to r ia l suf fer ing and consequent redemption. Those 
on the other hand, who incl ine for var ious reasons towards 
C h r i s t i a n i t y seem t o be grea t ly sympathetic towards 
Bradley though he was himself something of a l a t e Victorian 
agnos t ic Smpson's c r i t i c i s m of Bradley 's view of Lear ' s 
redemption may be quoted in fu l l in order to show how some 
c r i t i c s ' r a l ig ious inc l ina t ion (or t h e i r opposition t o 
re l ig ion) affects t h e i r c r i t i c a l judgment. On Bradley's view 
of the ending of King Lear, Empson commentsi 
lit 
Nothing matters except t o bui ld up a good 
character^ and once t h a t i s don© the sooner 
you die the b e t t e r . Bradley does not put i t 
so b r u t a l l y • • . • ! do not see what e lse he 
could have meant except that corde l ia would 
have become corrupted a f t e r a happy ending, 
so tha t the gods defended her in the only 
poss ib le way. We can c a l l t h i s pessimism if 
l i k e , he remarks, i t i s in the p lay , but 
cannot be prominent in i t or the play would 
no longer be t r a g i c . The main th ing about t h i s 
argument, no doubt, i s tha t i t succeeds in 
turning the Iplasphemies against the gods 
in to the orthodox view held by Mrs Gamp t h a t 
the wcarld i s Wale, I do not know how s;eriously 
he took his l a s t l i t t l e twis t of p i e t y , the 
view t h a t Cordelia was sure t o become cor rup t . 
I t i s curious how often t h i s puri tan 
highmindedness can be found interlocked with 
an almost fa rc ica l cynicism. But even if involuntary 
i t seems t o be a jgeductlo ad ^^bsurdum of h is 
l ine of argument . . , ,This i s not t o deny of 
course , t h a t pious members of an audience ^2 
might adopt Bradley's point of view at any da te . 
I t i s obvious tha t in his c r i t i c i s m of Bradley's view 
of Corde l ia ' s death , Empson is l e s s than j u s t , Bradley 
nowhere implies tha t Cordelia would be corrapt i f she 
did not d i e . What he ac tua l ly sa id was tha t in the play 
Corde l i a ' s death does not mat te r . What r ea l ly matters i s 
what she i s . The more external — mater ial wel l -being, 
surv iva l and morldly happiness — are meaningless as 
compared with the s a t i s f a c t i o n of having done, and being , 
good. We may here quote Bradley's own words from a l a t e r 
s ec t ion of the second lec tures 
The extremity of the disproport ion between 
prosper i ty and goodness f i r ^ t shocks us , 
and then f lashes on us the conviction tha t 
l i? 
our vifhole a t t i t u d e in ask ing o r e x p e c t i n g 
t h a t goodness should be prosperous i s wrong; 
t h a t , only i f we could s e e t h i n g s as t l ^ y 
a r e , we should see t h a t the outward i s nothing 
and t h e inward i s a l l . 
And some such thought as t h i s . . . i s r e a l l y 
p r e s e n t through the whole p l ay (p,326) . 
What Bradley i s s t r e s s i n g here i s t he supremacy of t h e 
moral wor ld . His *• t r a n s c e n d e n t a l " i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h e 
p l ay i s not i n c a t e g o r i c a l l y p o s i t i v e t e rms; t h e r e i s a 
good dea l of hedging , many r e s e r v a t i o n s and q u a l i f i c a t i o n s , 
and "hones t d o u b t s " , B r a d l e y ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n does c e r t a i n l y 
come c l o s e t o the many C h r i s t i a n r ead ings of t h e p l a y , ye t 
t h e r e i s in i t a good amount of scep tc i sm t o o . Bradley 
i n s i s t s aga in and aga in t h a t t h e p lay conf ron ts us with a 
mystery which we cannot fathom, and t h a t no e x p l i c i t 
r e l i g i o u s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n would be a v a l i d one . King Lea r , 
much more than the o t h e r t r a g e d i e s has a p o t e n t i a l i t y of 
e x p e r i e n c e t h a t cou ld , b u t , i n f a c t , does n o t , become 
r e l i g i o u s . The i n t e n s i t y of i t s en sh r ined ejqjeriance i s the 
subs t ance of which r e l i g i o n i s made; i t i s not r e l i g i o n in 
i t s e l f . 
The d i s c u s s i o n of L e a r ' s dea th has t aken us t o o f a r 
a f i e l d and we have b r i e f l y d i s cus sed in the above paragraphs 
t h e i s s u e s r e l a t i n g t o the ending of the p lay and t h e n e a r -
r e l i g i o u s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h e p lay given by B r a d l e y . 
A l l t h i s has shown us hew c l o s e l y concerned Bradley i s with 
t h e p h i l o s o p h i c a l i s s u e s r a i s e d by the p l a y . The same kind 
of concern we no t i ce in B r a d l e y ' s d i s c u s s i o n of the p a t e n t l y 
e v i l c h a r a c t e r s in King Lear — G o n e r i a l , Regan, Edmund, 
Cornwall and Oswald, Having d e a l t w i th them i n d i v i d u a l l y . 
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Bradley asks the questiont •* What are we t o say of the 
world which contains these five beings ? •,.•• (p.303) . 
What are the phi losophical implications of a t r a g i c 
p i c t u r e of the world in which e v i l seems t o prosper in 
the way tha t i t does in King Lear ?But the question i s ; 
does the play r ea l ly show e v i l as prospering ? Bradley 
answers i t in the nega t ive . There is no doubt tha t the 
e v i l in King Lear i s of a mostrous na ture , " I t i s a 
tragedy in which e v i l i s shown in the grea tes t abundance; 
and the ev i l chrac te rs are pecul ia r ly repe l len t from t h e i r 
hard savagery and because so l i t t l e good i s mingled with 
t h a i r e v i l " (.p.303) • The effect i s both s t a r t l i n g and 
a p p a l l i n g . 
The e v i l characters in the play do th r ive to a ce r t a in 
e x t e n t , and have the power t o spread ruin and misery around 
them, Tte ev i l in the t r a g i c universe of the play thr ives on 
the foundations l a id by good. At the same t ime, t h i s ev i l 
i s s e l f des t ruc t ive a l s o : " the e v i l characters can 
scarce ly unite against a common and press ing danger; if i t 
were aver ted , they would be a t each o t h e r ' s t h roa t s in a 
moment; the s i s t e r s do not even wait t i l l i t i s past" (p.304) . 
The important i s sue , however, i s :does ev i l r ea l ly thr ive 
in the play ? Apart from the fact tha t ev i l i s se l f -des t ruc t ive 
i t does not th r ive long. All the five ev i l chrac te rs are 
dead a few vreeks a f t e r we see them f i r s t : "the outburst of 
t h s i r e v i l i s f a t a l t o them** (p.304) . In view of a l l t h i s 
Bradley finds i t odd t h a t Johnson should th ink tha t ev i l 
prospers in King Lear . 
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The moral scheme in tho Play is qu i te c lea r Cor 
Bradley, The underlying idea in the play i s that the world 
i s r e a l l y founded on good; t h a t the world in fact i s 
unfriendly towards e v i l . "Good, in the widest sense,seems 
thus t o be the p r inc ip le of l i f e and hea l th In the world; 
e v i l , a t l e a s t in these worst forms, t o be poison. The world 
r eac t s agains t i t v i o l e n t l y , and, in the s t ruggle t o expel 
i t , i s driven t o devastate i t s e l f (p.304) . 
Why should sudh devasta t ing e v i l come in to being at 
a l l ? There is no answer t o t h i s questions since the play 
i s a t ragedy. I t i s in the very nature of tragedy not t o be 
able t o answer such ques t ions , A rea l ly sa t i s fy ing answer 
would take us beyond tragedy and beyond the l imi t s se t by 
Shakespeare for h i s explora t ion of exper ience, 
Bradley, however, does t r y t o go beyond tragedy, t o 
Shakespeare 's mystical vis ion enshrined in the concluding 
par t of The Tempest. Shakespearian Tragedy obviously i s about 
the four great t ragedies of Shakespeare, but if the reader i s 
careful enough, he wi l l notice t h a t the book does seek t o 
br ing within i t s purview the en t i r e gamut of Shakespeare's 
t r a g i c work, and t o r e l a t e h i s t r a g i c work t o tV» plays of 
h i s f ina l period of which The Tempest i s the most representa t ive , 
There i s , a t the same time an attempt t o discover in 
Shakespeare a pa t te rn of growth. That Bradley in fact does 
so — discover a pa t te rn of development in the Qurve as a 
v^ole — has never been not iced, perhaps, for the reason 
t h a t Shakespearian Tragedy has seldom been read careful ly 
and as a whole. There are references t o the ear ly t ragedies 
in the t h i r d lec ture the one on Shakespeare's t r a g i c period 
and on Hamlet. Ti tus Andronicas and Romeo and J u l i e t are 
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ignored by Bradley as ea r ly work. Then, Bradley points 
out,come the romantic comedies and the h i s t o r i e s from 
1594 onwartisj there are no t ragedies belonging t o these 
half-dozen yea r s , nor any dramas approaching tragedy* (p,80) . 
What the s i g n i f i c a n t of t h i s fact i s , Bradley does not say. 
I t i s , however, obvious t h a t here Bradley i s thinking in 
e x p e r i e n t i a l , and not merely formal, terms, Ju l ius Caesar 
i s c lassed with Hamlet a t the beginning of Shakespeare's 
t r a g i c per iod . In both the t ragedies ev i l i s represented in 
a minor key; in f ac t , in Ju l i u s Caesar,according t o Bradley, 
everyone means we l l . Evi l becomes very pronounced in the 
t r aged ies a f t e r Hamlet, so much so tha t in King Lear we have 
monsters in the form of human be ings . About e v i l in King Leaf 
Bradley saysj " . . . t h i s s t r a i n of thought, t o which the 
world appears as a kingdom of e v i l and therefore worthless , 
i s in the tragedy, and may well be the record of many hours 
of exasperated fee l ing and troubled brooding" (p,327) ,Pursued 
fu r the r , the s t r a i n of thought ( that the world i s evi l ) may 
lead t o u t t e r n ih i l i sm, t o the idea tha t the world i s 
worthless and l i f e without meaning. Pursued s t i l l fur ther , 
the s t r a i n may lead us t o the idea that the world i s an 
i l l u s i o n . The tendency towards t h i s idea, according t o 
Bradley, i s t raceable in King Lear " in the shape of the notion 
tha t t h i s 'g rea t world' i s t r a n s i t o r y , or 'w i l l v;ear out t o 
nought* l i k e t he l i t t l e world ca l led 'roan' (IV,vi,137) , or 
t h a t humanity wi l l destroy i t s e l f (p,328) , Bradley now 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y l inks the above chain of ideas in King Lear 
with i t s iDore developed form in The Tempest; "In l a t e r days, 
in the drama tha t was probably Shakespeare's l a s t complete 
work. The Tempest, t h i s notion of the t r ans i t o r i ne s s of things 
appears , s ide by side with the simpler feel ing tha t mar's 
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l i f e i s an i l l u s ion or dream, in some of the most 
famous l i m s he ever w r o t e . . . " (p.328) . Bradley then 
quotes the passage, "Our revels now are ended. . . " which, 
according t o him,is the culmination of the chain of 
thought in King Lear . The passage in The Tempest reveals 
"the whole mind of Shakespeare in his l a s t years" (p.329) . 
Prospero ' s anger a t thethought of ev i l in the monster 
Caliban and h i s human confedrates i s soon replaced by 
a fee l ing of melancholy t h a t leads him t o the mystical 
thought t h a t the world i s an i l l u s i o n . Prospers i s aware 
of h i s f a i l u r e , h i s i n a b i l i t y t o cure the moster and i 
h i s human confederates of evil.Meanwhile, however, he 
has learned pa t i ence . This i s what Lear also l e a r n s . From 
the vantage-point of The Tempest, Bradley looks back at 
King Lear and not ices (in memorable words) the ch^in of 
ideas t h a t c o n s t i t u t e s Shakespeare's v is ion of l i f e . This 
i s , in fact what Bradley had a l l along been t ry ing to 
d i scover . All other concerns, including the one r e l a t i ng 
t o psychological v e r i s i m i l i t u d e , are subservient t o , and 
pe r fec t ly fuse i n t o , t h i s cen t ra l i n t e r e s t is 
Shakespearian Trg^qedy. 
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CHXPTBR FIVE 
CONCLUSION 
In t h i s concluding chapter we propose t o examine 
in some d e t a i l scane of the main objections t o Bradley's 
c r i t i c i s m of Shakespearian tragedy and the nature of h i s 
influence on the l a t e r c r i t i c i s m of the p l ays . We intend 
doing so in order t o be able t o a r r ive a t an over-a l l 
assessment of Bradley's c r i t i c i s m of Shakespeare, The 
examination of the two subjects proposed above has 
obviously t o confine i t s e l f t o the c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet 
^^^ Kir^ ^Qgtf since t he study of the react ion against 
Bradley and h i s influenoa on twent ie th century c r i t i c i sm 
is too wide a f i e ld t o be covered in a woric of such 
proport ions as the p re sen t . Even within the narrow f i e ld 
of the c r i t i c i s m of Hamlet and King Lear we sha l l have 
t o be s e l ec t i ve in our approach and confine ourselves to 
the discussion of the general trends and tendencies only 
without reference t o p a r t i c u l a r c r i t i c s since the scope 
of the c r i t i c i sm of the two p lays , p a r t i c u l a r l y t ha t of 
Hamlet, i s too wide t o be covered within the narrow confines 
of a b r i e f chapte r . The discussion of the trends in the 
r eac t ion aqainst Bradley wi l l be of much va lue . In the 
f i r s t place i t w i l l he lp us see the d i rec t ions in which 
Shakespeare c r i t i c i s m has moved in the twentieth century. 
Secondly, i t wi l l br ing in to focus the supposed or the 
r ea l shortcomings in Bradley 's c r i t i c i sm of the p l a y s . Thus 
in the ul t imate ana ly s i s , t h i s discussion wi l l help us in 
our own appreciat ion of Shakespearian drama which is or 
should be t he goal of a l l c r i t i c a l endeavours. 
We may begin with the immediate r eac t ion , the c r i t i c a l 
response t o Shakespearian Tragedy soon a f t e r i t s publ icat ion. 
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The book was reviewed in The Westminster Gazette by J.C.C. 
who was iden t i f i ed by Bradley himself as the l a t e 
Vic tor ian c r i t i c and scholar John Churton Coll ins .Coll i n s , 
i f indeed he was the reviewer, was an es tab l i shed author i ty 
a t the time and quite i n f l u e n t i a l . The fact that a c r i t i c 
of e s t ab l i shed reputa t ion chose t o a t tack Bradley in terms 
t h a t remind us of the c r i t i c i s m of ?.R,Leavis in i t s 
vehemence, goes t o show tha t Bradley had ce r t a in ly made 
h i s mark as a Shakespeare c r i t i c . There i s reason t o 
be l ieve tha t Bradley's l ec tu res as they were being 
del ivered a t Oxford were already receiving t h e i r due of 
apprec ia t ion , and tha t the publ icat ion of these lec tures 
in the book form se t t he seal of recognit ion by the general 
p u b l i c . J .C .C , ' s c r i t i c i s m , however, was not inspired by 
pique only? there a r e , in the ex t rac t given below, h in t s 
of the kind of c r i t i c i s m which became ccmron with the 
advent of the poet ic school in the ' t h i r t i e s . This i s what 
J .C.C. had t o say about Shakespearian Tragedy in h i s 
review in The Westminster Gazette (28 January,1905) : 
The rea l point of i n t e r e s t and importance 
of the drama are not so much as touched 
on and the p a r t i c u l a r l y with which what i s 
touched on i s dea l t with is almost invariably 
in an inverse r a t i o t o i t s i n t e r e s t and 
importance. Probably, for example, no i n t e l l i g e n t 
reader of the play has ever had much d i f f i cu l t y 
in understanding Hamlet's r e l a t i o n t o Ophelia — 
namely, t h a t he was a t f i r s t pass ionately in love 
with her tha t then misunderstanding her reserve , 
and thinking t h a t she was in league with h i s 
enemies, he suspected and mistrusted her but 
t h a t t o the l a s t something of h is old love for 
her remained. This is discussed by Bradley 
under nine headings , , , ,Every lec ture teems with 
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those i r r i t a t i n g s u p e r f l u i t i e s , aggravated, 
i t may be added, by the unnecessary difuseness 
with which they are discussed. , .Thus Professor 
Bradley t r e a t s us t o specia l d i s s e r t a t i o n s on 
such subjects as "Did Lady Macbeth r ea l l y faint"?" 
**Did Emilia suspect lago ? * Had Lady Macbeth 
any chi ldren 7" 
The concluding pa r t of the ex t rac t given above immediately 
reminds us of L.C.Knights 's a t t ack on Bradley made much 
l a t e r . The notes a t the end of Shakesr^arian Tragedy do not 
now appear as r id icu lous as they once did t o scholars and 
c r i t i c s . We have already quoted John Bayley in an a a r l i e r 
chapter who remarked t h a t the contents of the notes are 
not r e a l l y as extraneous t o a considerat ion of the plays 
as they appear a t f i r s t s i g h t . He s ign i f i can t ly corranents 
t h a t ths problem of Lady Macbeth*s chi ldren must have had 
some kind of relevance t o the design of the play in 
Shakespeare's mind even though we do not consider her t o 
be a r e a l figure outside t h e p lay . What Bayley i s prcSaably 
thinking of is th» fact tha t the f igure who appears in the 
play coaxing and exhorting her husband on t o the path of 
viokance and bloodshed does make a reference t o having given 
suck t o a ch i ld , and the play does present us with a sharp 
cont ras t between c r e a t i v i t y and motherhood on the one hand, 
and d e a t h - l i k e , l i fe-denying c r u e l t y , on the o ther . More over, 
as we sha l l see in our discussion of the c r i t i c i s m of 
Bradley by the poe t ic c r i t i c s , the great plays of Shakespeare 
a re not merely "statements of themes" but genuine human 
documents containing a v is ion of individual human d e s t i n i e s . 
Thus, the question whether 3milia did suspect lago of 
v i l l a i n y does cross our mind as we watch the p lay . 
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The same prctolem was raised In an a r t i c l e by the 
once well-known dramatic c r i t i c , A.B.Walkley. We have 
already quoted from h i s Times Li te ra ry Supt^i^emept a r t i c l e 
but a f u l l e r quotat ion i s here ca l led for as i t an t i c ipa tes 
so well the main th rus t of the c r i t i c i s m of Bradley by 
the poe t i c school . Walkley says : 
From what we have been saying i t must 
not be thought t h a t we undervalue the r 
r ea l ly important par t of Mr,Bradley's 
book, h i s scurpulously careful examination 
of the t e x t and h i s s k i l l in bringing 
a l l " i n t o a concatenation accordingly" by 
means of the t e x t . But t o understand 
Shakespeare you have t o supplement 
examination of the t ex t by considerat ion 
of other ma t t e r s , and i t i s here tha t vre 
hold the Professor t o be a t f a u l t . What 
i s outside the t ex t 7 He says (by implication) 
a se t of rea l l ives . , ,We say, Shakespeare'ai 
dramatic needs of the moment, a r t i s t i c 
p e c u l i a r i t i e s and ava i lab le t h e a t r i c a l 
ma te r i a l s^ , 
Walkley does give c r e d i t t o Bradley for basing h i s 
c r i t i c i s m of the plays on a careful study of the t e x t . He 
a l s o gives him c red i t for a comprehensive (philosophical ?) 
scheme for the t r aged ies based on the t e x t . However,Walkley 
c r i t i c i z e s Bradley for implaying tha t a s e t of r ea l l i ves 
e x i s t s outside the p lay , Walkley has t o add the phrase 
"by implication" t o h i s statement about what Bradley does 
in h is c r i t i c i sm since so far as e x p l i c i t statements are 
concerned Bradley nowhere says tha t the charac ters are 
independent of the t e x t . Bradley wrote s e r io j s c r i t i c i sm 
of Shakespeare, not fanciful and sentimental biographies 
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of charac te r s in the manner of The Girlhood of 
Sha3<;eispeare*3 Heroines. Whatever psychological 
consistency or coherence he discovers in Shakespeare's 
c h a r a c t e r s , he does so wittiin the purview of the t e x t , 
not outside i t . There i s no denying the fact t ha t he does 
consider ve r i s imi l i tude of a psychological nature t o be 
an e s s e n t i a l element in the g rea t e r plays of Shakespeare, 
However, he does so only because he thinks i t necessary 
for the spec ta to r t o be deeply concerned with the human 
des t iny of the c h a r a c t e r s . The noteworthy thing in Bradley's 
c r i t i c i s m is h is " s k i l l in bringing a l l ' i n t o a concatenation 
accordingly ' by means of the text* — as Walkley himself 
has pointed ou t . What Walkley means by t h i s • s k i l l * i s 
nothing but Bradley 's a b i l i t y t o show the emergence from 
the t ex t of Shakespeare 's coherent , deeply t r a g i c , vis ion 
o£ l i f e and human des t i ny . And, he re , Walkley i s more in 
the r i g h t than he i s fully aware of. 
The two se t s of immediate reactitw? t o Bradley 's 
Sl^akespearJ,an Tragedy soon evolved in to the more vocal 
c r i t i c i sm of h is approach by what has been ca l led the 
r e a l i s t i c school of Shakespearian c r i t i c i s m . This term was 
applied t o the c r i t i c a l wri t ings oc Robert Bridges, 
E .E .S to l l and L.Schucking. This indeed i s an odd assortment 
of c r i t i c s since each one of them has a i i s t i n c t approach 
with few things in ccxnmon except a divergence from Bradley. 
S t o l l , Indeed, cannot be ca l l ed a r e a l i s t since in at l eas t 
one important respect he was Qpp"~bsed t o the r e a l i s t i c 
t heo r i e s of drama. Why the three of them were ca l led 
" r e a l i s t s " was probably for the reason tha t a l l of them 
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l a i d einphasia on the need for approaching Shakespearian 
drama in the context of Elizabethan age . Bridges was vehement 
in his ins is tence on the need t o show tha t Shakespeare was 
lacking in a r t because he could not r e s i s t the unhealthy 
influence of his audience. Shakespeare's plays are full of 
incons i s t en t and psyctiologically incol^rent characters and 
t h i s was mainly due t o the nature of the audience for 
which »ihakespeare wrote his p l a y s . Bridge 's references are 
confined t o Mac)3eth and Measure for Maa.sure and not the 
plays we ha've considered in the present d i s s e r t a t i o n . Hence, 
the relevance of h i s c r i t i c i sm t o Bradley's c r i t i c i sm of 
Hamlet and Kino Lear i s only by implicat ion though even 
such ind i rec t relevance i s important. In h i s Oxford lec ture 
on "Shakespeare's Theatre and Audience" (1902) , Bradley 
had touched upon the problem of the influence of Shakespeare's 
audience on h is a r t . Surprisingly# h i s views are much in 
advance of his a ^ and probably more t rue t o the h i s t o r i c a l 
s i t u a t i o n than those of Bridges. The l ec tu re should be read 
by a l l those who wrongly bel ieve tha t Bradley 's c r i t i c i sm 
of Shakespeare was wr i t t en in a kind of h i s t o r i c a l vacuum. 
Bradley is in tune with those modern scholars who bel ieve 
t h a t ShaJ^speare 's audience had a much more t ra ined and 
s e n s i t i v e ear for poetry than modern audiences. They also 
had a more powerful imagination than the specta tors have now. 
Bradley thought there was no d is junct ion between Shakespeare's 
in ten t ions and the t a s t e of the audience. Bradley says : 
"Probably Shakespeare never needed t o think of the audience, 
but wrote what pleased his own imagination, which l ike t h e i r s , 
was not only dramatic b u t , in the iest sense, t h e a t r i c a l " . 
Here Bradley seems t o an t i c ipa t e the objections ra ised by 
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Bridges and t o provide an answer. The second lec ture on 
cons t ruc t ion , in Shakespearian Traqedy, envisages a 
per fec t craftsman in Shakespeare who knew per fec t ly well 
how t o execute his a r t i s t i c in tent ions in to a harmonious 
work of a r t and who encountered no d i f f i cu l t y in the 
process from any d i r e c t i o n . The idea t ha t King Lear i s 
too huge for the stage is not based on the conviction tha t 
the dramatic f a i lu re i s derived fran the undue influence 
of the audience. In f a c t , Bradley i s a - h i s t o r i c a l t o the 
ex ten t tha t he does not even remotely consider the 
p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t the audience expectat ion might have in 
any way influenced Shakespaare e i t h e r in h is in tent ions or 
execut ion . In f a c t , the issue ra ised by Bridges i s 
incapable of any close demonstration t h a t any p a r t i c u l a r 
play or any spec i f i c dramatic problem in a play was 
influenced by the audience f ac to r . So far as the question 
of the influence of specta tor on Shakespearian drama in 
Broad, genral terms is concerned, Bradley i s perhaps c loser 
t o t ru th than Bridges in bel ieving t h a t , on the whole, 
Shakespeare's a r t appears to be in harmony with the audiance 
expecta t ions and t a s t e , Shakespeare seems t o be in love 
with h i s medium and t o have welcomed the l imi ta t ions imposed 
by i t . 
S to l l appears t o be diroetr ical ly opposed t o Bradley 
in h is approach t o Hamle^ and Kino Lear and, indeed, t o the 
t o t a l output of Shakespeare's dramatic imagination. He i s 
r i g h t in i n s i s t i n g t h a t a study of Shakespeare should be 
acccxnpanied by a thorough knowledge not only of Elizab«than 
dramatic conventions but a l so of a l l f i c t i ona l conventions. 
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No great a r t form e x i s t s in a h i s t o r i c a l vacuum. Great 
tragedy i s rooted in melodrama. What i s important in a r t 
i s not s imi l i tude or exact l i f e - l i k e n e s s , but an i l l u s ion 
of l i f e . Impression i s everything in a r t . The spec ta tor 
never t r i e s t o go behind the dramatic work, t o the actual 
l i f e from which the mater ial of a r t may be supposed t o 
have been borrowed. As a matter of f a c t , l i f e i s transformed 
i n t o a r t through the medium of se t conventions only and not 
independently. Thus, what ex i s t s outside a r t i s not real 
l i f e but a set of conventions tha t may have been used by 
other a r t i s t s . 
S t o l l ' s In t e rp re t a t ion of H^ml.et i s , accordingly, 
d i f f e r en t from tha t of Bradley and h i s romantic predecessors . 
He be l i eves tha t Shakespeare's Hamlet^  was a very different 
so r t of p l ay . The figure of the protagonis t was not t ha t 
of a weakling, a man in a supposedly t r a g i c dilemma who 
delayed because he could not br ing himself to act owing t o 
subjec t ive reasons of various k inds . We have alraady seen 
in our second chapter t ha t P.S.Conklin, who has wr i t t en the 
h i s to ry of HynJLet c r i t i c i s m in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
c e n t u r i e s , be l ieves t h a t the Haml3t of those days was a 
heroic figure who did not delay for sentimental reasons . 
According t o Conklin, the romantic Hamlet i s not t rue t o the 
o r i g i n a l . S to l l would ce r t a in ly agree with Conklin*s 
conclus ions , 
S t o l l thinks tha t the so l i loqu ies where alone Hamlet 
gives e3q>ression t o the thought t ha t he i s not carrying out 
h i s du t i e s are not infact rooted in psychology. The soliloquy 
was a common dramatic convention in Siizabethan drama, and 
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in Hamlet, the se l f -accusa t ions of the protagonis t in the 
so l i l oqu ie s are not intended t o h ighl igh t the subjective 
dlloimias from which the protagonis t suffers but t o focus 
a t t e n t i o n on the fact t ha t a t a sk i s t o be performed and 
t o Iceep the reader informed about i t . The so l i l oqu i e s , 
t h e r e f o r e , are not psychological in the t r a d i t i o n of revenge 
tragedy and he could not , even if he wanted, introduce 
changes in the popular conception of the revenge. Shakespeare 
a l so knew tha t in wr i t ing h i s Ha,mlet, he could not eas i ly 
deviate from the Ur-Hamlet and i t s p l o t . He was obliged, 
t o kjaep his Kydian protype in tac t with i t s inherent weakness 
of the de lay . He could only s l u r over the fact of delay by 
reminding the audience tha t the assigned task was not being 
performed. S to l l says : " . . . even if Shakespeare had desired 
i t , he could scarce ly , on the contemporary s t age , have 
introduced so fundamental an innovation a s , in the place of 
a popular heroic revenger, a p roc ra s t i na to r , l o s t in thought 
and weak of w i l l " , S t o l l , thus , questions the very bas is 
of the Goethe — Schlegel —Coleridge —Bradley Hamlet, 
I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o resolve so fundamental a difference in 
c r i t i c a l approaches. We could only point out tha t S to l l i s 
r a t h e r too r i g id in allowing the c rea t ive genius of 
Shakespeare too l i t t l e freedom in changing ^ popular 
t r a d i t i o n . Innumerable examples could be given of c rea t ive 
genius modifying, and sometimes even rad ica l ly a l t e r i n g , 
a popular convention. The importance of the conventional 
element in a r t notwithstanding, the scope of individual 
t a l e n t , too , i s not t o t a l l y l imited in a r t i s t i c c r ea t ion . 
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An in t e r e s t i ng theory of the genesis o£ the t ex t of. 
Harnl,et. propounded by J.M,Robertson, too goes against the 
main t rend of Bradley 's i n t e rp re t a t i on of Hgjmle;^ , Robertson 
be l i eves t h a t the Q2 and PI t e x t s of Hamlet are a kind of 
palimpsest whose in t eg r i t y as a f inished work of a r t i s 
ques t ionable . According t o him, the two t ex t s are ul t imately 
derived frcin an Ur- Hamlet which was probably composed by 
Kyd, The Ur-Hamlet was a p r imi t ive , unsophist icated and 
crude melodrama with a barbar ic revenger, Shakespeare was 
assigned the task of rev is ing i t , and while he was engaged 
in the task he brought about a miraculous change in the 
cha rac te r of the p ro tagon i s t , Robertson would here agree with 
t he Bradleian i n t e rp r e t a t i on of Hamlet's charac te r . Where he 
d isagrees is in theqquestion r e l a t i ng t o Shakespeare's 
t reatment of the p l o t . According t o Robertson, Shakespeare 
was obliged t o remain close to the or ig ina l p l o t . The tr<Xir ; 
arose when Shakespeare t r i e d t o impose a psychologically 
refined hero on t o a crude, melodramatic p l o t . The present 
t ex t in thus a palimpsest where two contradic tory versions 
are forcefully joined toge ther . 
Robertson, thus questions the i n t eg r i t y of Hamlet as 
a work of a r t ; t h i s i s e n t i r e l y oppc»ite t o Bradley's 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the play for whom no such problem e x i s t s , 
Robertson a l so encouraged T.S .El io t who ca l led the play an 
a r t i s t i c f a i l u r e . According t o him, the play f a i l s because 
Shakespeare does not provide Hamlet with <an adequate objective 
co re l a t i ve for the expression of h i s emotions. He goes 
fur ther and suggests t h a t Shakespeare himself finds no 
adequate c*>jective co re l a t ive in the play Hamlet for what he 
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i s t ry ing t o express . Whatever his conclusions, E l io t 
ioGS not d i f f e r from Bradley in his approach t o 
Shakespeare in general and t o Hamlet in p a r t i c u l a r . This 
i s s ign i f i can t because the poet ic approach t o Shakespeare 
which is ul t imately derived from a study of E l i o t ' s poetry 
r e j e c t s Bradleian approach t o Shakespearian drama, 
Bradley 's reputa t ion reached i t s nadir during t l ^ 
• t h i r t i e s with the advent of New Cri t ic ism and i t s 
B r i t i sh v a r i a n t , Wilson Knight, L,C.Knights,P.R.Leavis, 
Cleanth Brooks and others questioned the very foundation 
of the charac te r approach t o Shakespearian drama. R,B,Heilroan 
whose book on Kir^ g Le^r* This Graq|t Stage, makes a thorough 
poe t i c analysis of the play as a poem represents the 
culmination of t h i s approach t o the study of King Lear. The 
important thing t o point out i s t h a t Heilman's study i s 
not anything r ad i ca l l y new; Bradley i s prctoably the f i r s t 
c r i t i c t o point out the paradox a t the heart of the playj 
madness in reason and reason in madness. S imi lar ly , Bradley 
a l so points out the other paradox embedded in the play: 
b l indness tn s igh t and s ight in b l indness . We have again 
and again in s i s t ed tha t Bradley i s not a mere c h a r a c t e r - c r i t i c ; 
in h is c r i t i c i s m , Bradley seams t o be concerned with the 
t o t a l impression made by the p lay , and the impact of 
imageiry and symbolism i s a necessary par t of the t o t a l 
impression of a p l ay . How could Bradley, then, have ignored 
such important ingiredients of Shakespearian drama ? Our 
contention t h a t the poet ic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Shakespeare i s , 
in i t s e s s e n t i a l s , included in Bradley 's approach, r e s t s 
on t h r e e arguments. The f i r s t argument r e s t s on the point 
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t h a t Bradley repetedly and throughout i n s i s t s on "the 
Impression" made by the p lay . He does not ask us t o go 
beyond the play t o the rea l l i ve s of the characters but 
t o confine ourselves t o the general impression made by 
the p l a y . I t i s obvious tha t the general impression would 
include the impact of the language and the atmosphere in 
the p l ay . Secondly, Bradley does spec i f i ca l ly refer to the 
animal imagery in King Lear suggesting tha t t h i s imagery 
makes us conceive man in terms of animal ex i s tence . Las t ly , 
in his lec ture ofi K\nq Lear he points out tha t the play 
comes very close t o being an al legory in i t s c l ea r - cu t 
d iv i s ion of charac te rs between good and e v i l . Thus, i t 
would not be an exaggeration t o say tha t ce r t a in features 
of the poe t ic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Shakespearian drama are 
present in Bradley in seminal form. 
The above discussion of the post-Bradleian c r i t i c i s m 
°^ Haml,et and King Lear was not aimed a t being representa t ive 
in any way. The in ten t ion was t o suggest in out l ine that 
the l a t e r developments have not made Bradley e n t i r e l y 
i r r e l evan t or out-dated. The wheel has come ful l c i r c l e , 
and the reaction agains t character— c r i t i c i sm i s a spent 
force new. I t i s rea l ized now tha t the study of character 
cannot a l toge the r be banished from the f i e ld of dramatic 
apprec ia t ion . Character in some senae i s an e s s e n t i a l 
ingredient of the dramatic a r t and we cannot eschew i t 
completely in favour of the other elements based in language — 
imagery, symbolism or themes. Moreover, i t i s obvious t o any 
se r ious student of Bradley 's Shakespearian Tra^gedy that 
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character is not Eor Bradley the sum and substance 
of Shakespeare's dramatic a r t . The value of his work l ies 
in his s k i l l in bringing a l l "into a concatenation 
accordingly" by means of the t ex t . His synthesis of the 
Shakespearian cri t icism of the nineteenth century will 
remain valid as long as a new synthesis, incorporating 
elements of the poetic and h is tor ica l cri t icism of 
Shakespeare in the twentieth century» does not replace 
i t en t i r e ly . That such a synthesis is yet to appear 
determines the question of the relative val idi ty of 
Bradley's approach t o Shatespearian tragedy. 
%•%% 
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